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July  24,  2003 
File  No.  2001.91  IE 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 
Part  of  Assessor's  Block  1700,  Lot  1 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


MOTION  NO.  16620 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  THE  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS, 
LOCATED  BETWEEN  THE  CALIFORNIA  ACADEMY  OF  SCIENCES  AND  THE  M.H.  DE 
YOUNG  MUSEUM  IN  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK,  KNOWN  AS  THE  MUSIC  CONCOURSE  AREA. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file  No.  200 1 .9 1 1 5E:  Golden  Gate  Park 
Concourse  Authority  Projects,  (hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub. 
Res.  Code  Sections  2 1 000  et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin.  Code  Title 
14,  Sections  15000  et.  seg.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  3 1 "). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  required  and  provided 
public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  May  1 8,  2002. 

b.  On  December  14,  2002,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the  availability  of  the 
DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on 
the  DEIR. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearing  were  posted 
near  the  project  site  by  Department  staff  on  or  about  December  14,  2002. 

d.  On  or  about  December  1 4, 2002,  copies  of  the  DEIR  or  notice  of  its  availability  were  mailed 
or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to 
adjacent  property  owners,  and  to  government  agencies. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State 
Clearinghouse  on  or  about  December  19,  2002. 
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3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public 
hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  50-day  public  review  period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of 
the  DEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  during  the  public  review  period  or  based  on  additional  information 
that  became  available  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of 
Comments  and  Responses,"  published  on  July  3,  2003,  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all  parties 
who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at  Department  offices. 

In  addition  to  the  text  changes  listed  in  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  On  Page  1 94  of  the  DEIR, 
Improvement  Measures  as  Part  of  the  Project,  under  Surface  Circulation  no.  2  the  following  text  will  be  added: 

e.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of  service  at  the  1  O^/Fulton 
intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during  peak  hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review 
the  results  of  the  monitoring  program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  1 0th/Fulton  southbound  approach 
into  the  garage  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  project,  then  the  Concourse 
Authority  should  work  with  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes  to  the  10th 
Avenue  approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting  southbound  left 
turns  onto  Fulton  Street.  Final  authority  for  assessing  whether  any  specific  treatment  is  needed  rests 
with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority  would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and  contribute  its  fair 
share  to  any  improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 

f.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of  service  at  the  9th/Irving 
intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during  peak  hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review 
the  results  of  the  monitoring  program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  9th/Irving  northbound  approach  into 
Golden  Gate  Park  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  project,  then  the 
Concourse  Authority  should  work  with  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes 
to  the  9th  Avenue  approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting 
northbound  left  turns  onto  Irving  Street.  Final  authority  for  assessing  whether  any  specific  treatment 
is  needed  rests  with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority  would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and 
contribute  its  fair  share  to  any  improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 

g.  Prior  to  initiating  construction  of  the  underground  garage,  the  Concourse  Authority  will  create  a 
citizen's  advisory  committee,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  representatives  from  one  neighborhood 
association  representing  a  neighborhood  on  the  north  side  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park;  one  neighborhood 
association  representing  a  neighborhood  on  the  south  side  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park;  a  business  owners 
organization;  an  organization  whose  primary  focus  is  recreational  use  of  the  Park;  a  City-wide  civic 
organization;  a  citizen  to  represent  the  tree  interests,  an  environmental  group  whose  primary  focus  is 
traffic,  transit,  or  pedestrian 
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conditions;  and  a  citizen-at-large.  This  advisory  committee  would  consider  traffic,  parking,  transit  and 
pedestrian  conditions  related  to  the  proposed  garage  during  its  construction  and  after  it  is  operational. 
If  the  advisory  committee  finds  effects  from  the  garage  have  substantially  impaired  the 
abovementioned  conditions,  the  advisory  committee  would  formulate  improvement  measures  that 
would  be  presented  to  the  Concourse  Authority  for  its  consideration.  Per  Proposition  J,  the  Concourse 
Authority  is  mandated  to  work  with  appropriate  City  departments  and  commissions  to  implement 
improvements  such  as  intra-park  shuttles,  "traffic  calming"  strategies  and  neighborhood  sensitive 
policies,  through  funds  dedicated  to  these  improvements,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
Proposition  J." 

New  Improvement  Measure  #33  to  be  added  to  EIR: 

The  Concourse  Authority  shall  work  cooperatively  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  to 
actively  preserve  and  protect,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  existing  mature  elm  trees,  sycamore 
trees,  and  any  other  significant  trees  currently  existing  in  the  Concourse  Bowl. 

4)  Prior  to  publishing  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Project  Sponsor,  Concourse  Authority,  notified  the  Planning  Department  that  the  preferred  project  as  analyzed 
in  the  DEIR  has  been  revised.  The  project,  as  revised,  consists  of  Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility, 
and  the  Transportation  Improvement  Measures  ("TIP"),  both  as  analyzed  as  part  of  the  preferred  project  in  the 
DEIR.  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  has  been  severed  from  the  project  and  removed  from  further 
consideration.  As  a  consequence,  the  preferred  project,  as  revised,  is  Phase  I  and  the  TIP  elements  only.  This 
project  was  identified  in  the  DEIR  as  Alternative  B.  With  the  severance  of  Phase  II,  the  project,  as  revised,  has 
no  physical  environmental  impact  on  the  historic  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  an  area  of  Golden  Gate 
Park  considered  individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  As  a  result, 
the  project,  as  revised,  has  eliminated  the  significant  unavoidable  impact  to  this  resource  that  was  identified  in 
the  DEIR. 

5)  The  text  amendments  do  not  change  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  FEIR  but  update  the  text  to  reflect 
revisions  to  the  Project,  including  the  selection  of  Alternative  B  as  the  preferred  project,  and  to  provide 
additional  information.  The  revisions  and  any  other  information  that  has  become  available  since  publication  of 
the  DEIR  do  not  require  recirculation  of  the  revised  FEIR  according  to  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15088.5 
because  said  revisions  and  information  do  not  identify  any  new  or  more  severe  environmental  impacts,  new 
mitigation  measures,  or  different  alternatives.  The  Commission  specifically  finds  that  recirculation  of  the 
document  is  not  required. 

6)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "FEIR")  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
consisting  of  the  DEIR,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional 
information  that  became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required  by  law. 

7)  Project  FEIR  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the  Commission  and  the  public.  These  files 
are  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Department  offices  at  1660  Mission  Street,  and  are  part 
of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 


Case  No.  2001.91  IE  Final  EIR 

  viii   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  July  24,  2003 

File  No.  2001.91  IE 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 
Part  of  Assessor's  Block  1700,  Lot  1 
Motion  No.  16620 
Page  Four 


8)  On  July  1 7,  2003,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  FEIR  and  passed  a  motion  of  intent, 
not  to  certify  the  FEIR  and  requested  that  the  Planning  Department  revise  the  FEIR  to  include  corrections  and 
related  environmental  analysis,  as  may  be  appropriate  under  CEQA,  on  the  following  issues:  ( 1 )  revising  the 
historic  resources  section  to  include  expanded  information  about  the  cultural  resources  in  the  area  relative  to 
the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel;  (2)  adding  improvement  measures  to  the  transportation  section  to  monitor  the 
level  of  service  at  the  10"YFulton  intersection  and  the  9th  /Irving  intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage 
during  peak  hours  and  making  and  implement  changes  to  these  intersections  should  there  be  traffic  congestion 
as  a  result  of  the  Project;  and  (3)  updating  and  correcting  the  Project  Description  relative  to  the  removal  of 
trees  in  the  Concourse  Bowl.  The  Commission  approved  a  motion  at  its  July  17,  2003  hearing  specifying  the 
revisions  to  be  made  to  the  FEIR. 

9)  The  Final  EIR  has  been  amended  to  include  expanded  information  about  the  cultural  resources  in  the 
area.  The  Responses  to  Comments,  pages  C&R  90  -  C&R  1 24,  includes  expanded  information  about  cultural 
resources.  Page  &  Turnbull,  historic  architectural  consultants,  prepared  An  Evaluation  of  the  Potential  Effect 
on  Historical  Resources  for  the  Music  Concourse:  Proposed  Underground  Parking  Structure  (Report)  to 
provide  information  on  cultural  resources.  The  Report  conclusion  are  consistent  with  the  conclusions  in  the 
July  2003  FEIR  that  the  Project  would  not  adversely  affect  the  potential  eligibility  of  the  Music  Concourse  as 
an  individual  resource  listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources. 

1 0)  The  amended  sections  were  published  and  made  available  to  the  Commission  and  the  public  on  July 
24,2003. 

1 1 )  The  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  FEIR  concerning  File  No.  2001 .91  IE:  Golden 
Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  reflects  the  independent  judgment  and  analysis  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  that  would  require  recirculation 
under  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  1 5088.5,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  FEIR  in 
compliance  with  CEQA,  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  and  Chapter  3 1 . 

12)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  FEIR,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project,  as 
revised,  has  no  significant  unavoidable  environmental  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  to  a  level  of 
insignificance.  The  Commission  hereby  acknowledges  that  the  project  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  would  have  had  significant  unavoidable  environmental  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated  to  a  level  of 
insignificance.  Implementation  of  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  have  resulted  in  a 
significant  environmental  effect  on  historical  resources  that  could  only  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by  selection  of 
an  alternative  project  design,  size,  or  location  of  the  Underground  Through  Street.  Phase  II  would  have 
removed  landscape  and  windbreak  vegetation  and  would  have  had  an  unavoidable  significant  effect  on  the 
historic  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  an  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  considered  individually  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  However,  as  set  forth  above,  the  Project  Sponsor  has 
revised  the  project  to  sever  Phase  II,  thereby  eliminating  this  impact  in  its  entirety. 
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The  Commission  also  recognizes  that  Year  2015  cumulative  conditions  at  Park  Presidio/Fulton, 
Kennedy/Stanyan,  King/Crossover,  and  Lincoln/1 9th  would  result  in  intersection  Levels  of  Service  E  or  F,  a 
significant  adverse  cumulative  effect.  No  mitigation  measures  that  would  avoid  those  unacceptable  Levels  of 
Service  have  been  identified.  However,  traffic  conditions  resulting  from  the  Project,  as  revised,  would  not 
make  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  this  significant  unavoidable  impact. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular 
meeting  of  July  24,  2003. 


Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 

ACTION:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  Certified 
AYES:  6 
NAYES:  1 
ABSENT:  0 
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SUMMARY 


A. 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


In  1998,  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  J,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization 
Act,  to  improve  the  landscape  and  pedestrian  environment  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  to 
construct  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  within  near  the  Concourse  area  with  dedicated 
access  routes  from  outside  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  proposed  project  would  include  an 
Underground  Parking  Facility  at  the  Music  Concourse,  surface  improvements,  and 
transportation  improvements  in  the  Concourse  area  and  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park,  as 
described  in  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  requires  the  removal  of  surface  parking  spaces  from 
the  Concourse  area  and  in  locations  throughout  the  Park,  equivalent  to  the  number  of  spaces 
provided  in  the  new  Underground  Parking  Facility,  upon  completion  of  the  Facility. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse  Projects  encompass  the  development  and 
implementation  of  improvements  designated  in  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  authorized  and 
directed  the  creation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA),  a  non-profit 
public  benefit  corporation,  to  enact  the  ordinance  to  "(1)  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music 
Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  situated  between  the  de Young  Museum  and  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  (the  'Concourse')  and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles 
in  the  Park  while  still  providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  for 
visitors  to  the  Park,  including  its  cultural  institutions." 

To  accomplish  its  objective  and  complete  its  mission,  the  Authority  is  authorized  and 
empowered  by  Proposition  J  to  complete  three  major  elements: 

1.  Design,  construct,  and  operate  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  of  not  less  than  800 
spaces  nor  more  than  1000  spaces  located  within  or  near  the  Music  Concourse,  with  a 
dedicated  entrance  and  exit  situated  outside  the  Park; 

2.  Design  and  implement  improvements  of  the  Concourse  to  enhance  its  natural  and 
scenic  landscape;  and 

3.  Design  and  implement  traffic,  transit,  and  infrastructure  plans,  programs,  policies, 
goals,  and  improvements  relating  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the 
Park  necessary  or  appropriate  to  facilitate  a  park  that  is  accessible  to  all  of  the  public. 
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I.  Summary 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  about  three-and-a-half  miles  long  and  one-half  mile  wide  and  is  bounded 
on  the  west  by  The  Great  Highway  along  Ocean  Beach;  on  the  north  by  Fulton  Street  and  the 
Richmond  District;  on  the  east  by  Stanyan  Street  and  the  Haight-Ashbury  District;  and  on  the 
south  by  Lincoln  Way  and  the  Sunset  District.  The  Park  is  a  nationally  renowned  recreational 
area  that  includes  gardens,  fields  and  meadows,  forests,  ponds  and  lakes,  monuments  and 
buildings,  recreational  facilities,  nearly  fifteen  miles  of  vehicular  roadways,  several  parking 
lots,  and  many  paths  and  paved  areas.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 
would  include  transportation  improvements  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park. 

In  February  2002,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  board  approved  proceeding  with 
a  Schematic  Plan  that  included  a  separate  underground  parking  area  (Transit  Center)  for  tour 
buses  and  school  buses  that  currently  park  behind  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  along 
Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives.  The  proposed  bus  parking  area  was  located  beneath  the 
area  to  the  east  of  the  Concourse,  accessible  from  either  Tenth  Avenue  or  Middle  Drive  East 
and  would  accommodate  approximately  18  buses.  The  February  2002  Schematic  Plan  also 
included  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Tenth  Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East.  The 
Tenth  Avenue  ramp  at  Fulton  Street  and  the  Middle  Drive  East  ramps  would  serve  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  bus  parking  area,  and  the  through  traffic. 

In  August  2002,  this  Schematic  Plan  was  revised  to  comprise  the  project  description  analyzed 
in  this  EIR:  The  bus  parking  area  was  dropped  from  further  consideration  because  of  the 
limited  number  of  buses  that  could  be  accommodated,  and  circulation  constraints  among  buses, 
access  to  the  vehicle  parking,  and  through  traffic  in  the  Underground  Through  Street.  The 
February  2002  plan  was  also  re-considered  to  separate  parking  access  at  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Fulton  Street  from  potential  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  traffic,  now  proposed  to  be 
from  John  F  Kennedy  Drive  (Kennedy  Drive)  at  Eighth  Avenue.  GGPCA  planning  efforts  and 
public  outreach  have  continued;  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  EIR  reflect  a  range  of 
Concourse  surface  access  and  circulation  options  identified  in  this  planning  process. 

As  described  below,  the  GGPCA  Projects  include  several  phases  or  elements.  Phase  I  would 
be  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  associated  Concourse  surface  improvements;  Phase 
II  would  be  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Kennedy  Drive  near  Eighth  Avenue  to 
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Middle  Drive  East;  Phase  II  is  currently  an  unfunded  public  enhancement  to  the  GGPCA 
Projects.  The  project  also  includes  implementation  of  transportation  improvements  called  for 
in  Section  8  of  Proposition  J.  The  EIR  analyzes  potential  impacts  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  for 
each  of  those  phases  or  elements,  as  appropriate. 

Phase  I  would  include  construction  of  a  privately  funded  Underground  Parking  Facility  that 
would  accommodate  about  800  cars,  configured  in  two,  two-level  structures:  one  beneath  Tea 
Garden  Drive  between  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  second 
beneath  Academy  Drive  between  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Music 
Concourse.  The  two  structures  would  be  connected  by  an  underground  vehicle  tunnel  at  the 
east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl.  A  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  beginning 
outside  the  Park,  would  provide  the  primary  entrance  and  exit  for  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility.  A  second  entrance  and  exit  would  be  constructed  to  ramp  down  from  Academy 
Drive  west  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  total  footprint  of  the  parking  facility  would  be 
approximately  166,000  square  feet  (sq.  ft.). 

Phase  I  would  also  include  the  reconstruction  and  restoration  of  the  two  easterly  pedestrian 
tunnels  and  portals  in  their  current  location,  to  meet  structural  codes.  Circulation  through 
each  pedestrian  tunnel  would  remain  independent.  The  existing  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel 
beneath  Academy  Drive  would  be  reconstructed  with  restored  portals,  with  pedestrian 
circulation  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility.  This  reconstructed  tunnel  would 
include  doorways  in  the  tunnels  to  shield  views  and  noise  from  the  garage.  A  grade  change 
between  this  tunnel  entrance  and  the  parking  facility  would  include  steps  and  ramps. 

The  GGPCA  is  also  considering  a  variant  to  maintaining  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a  pedestrian 
route  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  The  variant  would  replace  the  pedestrian 
tunnel  with  a  new  walkway  at  the  surface  above  the  parking  facility.  The  north  tunnel  portal 
at  the  Concourse  Bowl  would  be  replaced  in  its  current  location,  after  construction  of  the 
parking  facility.  The  portal  would  remain  an  architectural  feature  in  the  Concourse  Bowl,  but 
there  would  no  longer  be  a  pedestrian  opening.  The  south  portal  would  be  removed  and  the 
existing  depressed  walkway  that  currently  slopes  down  into  the  tunnel  would  be  filled. 
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Phase  II  would  entail  construction  of  an  Underground  Through  Street  connecting  Fulton  Street 
to  Middle  Drive  East,  which  would  allow  for  through  traffic  to  be  restricted  or  eliminated 
from  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  Phase  II  is  currently  an  un-funded  public 
enhancement  to  the  project.  The  proposed  underground  roadway  would  ramp  down  at  Eighth 
Avenue  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  would  extend  beneath  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  and 
alongside  the  east  side  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  where  it  would  ramp  up  to 
Middle  Drive  East.  This  underground  street  would  not  provide  access  into  the  parking  garage 
and  would  be  intended  to  reduce  cross-park  vehicular  traffic  through  the  Music  Concourse. 

Other  Proposition  J  projects  include  an  Intra-Park  Shuttle,  a  Cultural  Shuttle,  traffic  calming, 
parking  management,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements,  road  closures,  and  MUNI  service 
improvements.  Some  of  these  proposals  were  included  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the  certified  Master  Plan  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  in  phases  to  coincide  with  other  construction 
planned  in  the  Music  Concourse  Area  for  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  Academy  of 
Sciences.  Phase  I  would  be  constructed  in  one  22-month  phase.  Phase  II  would  be 
constructed  as  a  separate  phase.  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  projects  would  be  phased 
over  a  seven-  to  ten-year  period  and  projects  would  be  coordinated  by  zone  to  minimize 
potential  cumulative  impacts  in  the  Park. 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  located  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district,  and  within  an  OS  (Open 
Space)  Height  and  Bulk  district.  Permitted  uses  in  a  P  zoning  district  include  public  structures 
of  the  City  and  other  governmental  agencies  when  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan,  and  approvals  for  various  aspects  of  the  project  may  be  required  from  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the 
Zoning  Administrator.  There  are  no  specific  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the  OS  Height  and  Bulk 
District.  Height  and  bulk  of  buildings  and  structures  are  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan. 

Proposition  J  confers  administrative  jurisdiction  over  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  on  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA),  subject  to  the  power  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  its  members  to  reject  certain  actions  taken  by  the 
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GGPCA.  Proposition  J  makes  the  GGPCA  responsible  for  the  design,  construction  and 
operation  of  the  parking  facility  and  authorizes  the  GGPCA  to  enter  into  one  or  more  contracts 
and  leases  in  order  to  carry  out  these  duties.  Section  9.118  of  the  City  Charter  requires  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  certain  contracts  and  leases  by  resolution.  The  Charter  also 
requires  the  Board  to  approve  the  parking  fee  schedule  for  the  parking  facility  by  ordinance. 
Proposition  J  requires  that  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  be  constructed  entirely  with 
private  funds.  Initially,  the  GGPCA  proposes  to  enter  into  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
(MOU)  with  the  Music  Concourse  Community  Partnership  (MCCP),  a  California  non-profit 
public  benefit  corporation,  pursuant  to  which  MCCP  will  manage  the  design,  construction  and 
operation  phases  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  subject  to  GGPCA  approval  and 
oversight. 

B.      MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  Initial  Study,  published  on  May  18,  2002,  found  that  the  project  would  not  cause  potential 
significant  environmental  effects  in  the  following  areas:  land  use,  light  and  glare,  population, 
utilities  and  public  services,  biology,  geology  and  topography,  water,  hazards,  energy  and 
natural  resources,  and  archaeological  resources,  and  therefore  required  no  further  analysis  of 
these  potential  effects  in  the  EIR  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A.l,  Initial  Study).  Land  use  is 
included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes.  Other  topics  analyzed  in  this  EIR  include 
visual  quality,  historic  resources,  transportation,  noise,  and  air  quality. 

LAND  USE,  PLANS,  AND  ZONING  (P.  29) 

As  stated  above,  the  Initial  Study,  published  on  May  18,  2002,  found  that  the  land  use  changes 
would  not  cause  potential  significant  environmental  effects,  but  a  discussion  is  included  in  the 
EIR  for  informational  purposes  only.  The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Concourse 
surface  improvements,  traffic  and  transportation  improvements  throughout  the  Park,  and  other 
Proposition  J  projects  would  be  consistent  with  the  current  uses  and  the  land  use  zones  around 
the  Park.  The  proposed  project  would  be  a  continuation  of  existing  Park  activities  and  would 
be  consistent  with  the  P  (Public  Use)  Zoning  District.  The  Park  is  within  an  OS  (Open  Space) 
Height  and  Bulk  district  where  there  are  no  specific  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  almost  all  of 
the  development  on  the  project  site  within  the  Park  would  be  underground. 
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The  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  relocate  and  consolidate  surface 
parking  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  change  parking  and  circulation  conditions  in  other 
areas  of  the  Park.  Other  elements  of  the  GGPCA  projects  including  the  TIP  (Intra-Park 
Shuttle,  Traffic  Calming,  Parking  Management,  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements,  Road 
Closures,  MUNI  Service  Improvements,  and  Cultural  Shuttle),  and  the  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street  would  also  serve  to  enhance  the  pedestrian  character  of  the  Music  Concourse 
and  the  Park,  and  reduce  the  presence  of  private  vehicles  in  the  Park,  while  still  providing 
access  to  Park  attractions.  These  changes  would  be  considered  positive  land  use  effects  in  the 
Park. 

VISUAL  QUALITY  (P.  44) 

The  Initial  Study  determined  that  visual  quality  effects  of  the  proposed  project  would  not 
generate  significant  obtrusive  light  or  glare  that  could  substantially  impact  other  properties. 
The  main  structure  of  the  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  be  visible 
from  the  surface  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  only  features  of  the  proposed  Underground 
Parking  Facility  that  would  be  visible  from  any  area  in  the  Park  would  be  the  pedestrian 
entrances  to  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  the  reconstructed  stairs  and  ramps  from  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl  to  the  upper  Concourse  level,  the  vehicle  ramps  from  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Academy  Drive  (Music  Concourse  Drive),  and  the  two  ventilation  structures.  The  proposed 
changes  would  alter  the  existing  landscape  features;  however,  these  changes  would  not 
degrade  the  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  its  surroundings  and  no  scenic  views 
would  be  obstructed. 

The  re-built  portals  to  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnels  at  the  northeast  and  southeast  of  the 
Music  Concourse  would  be  designed  to  replicate  existing  features  of  the  tunnel  and  would  not 
adversely  affect  the  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  the  historic  tunnels  themselves. 
The  removal  of  surface  parking  areas,  reduction  of  roadway,  and  increase  in  landscaped  areas 
around  the  Music  Concourse  Area  would  enhance  the  natural  visual  character  of  the 
Concourse.  If  the  variant  that  removed  the  southwest  tunnel  were  implemented,  the  north 
portal  would  be  replaced  as  an  artifact  on  the  Concourse  berm,  and  a  new  surface  pathway 
would  be  developed.  While  this  would  alter  the  visual  character  of  a  portion  of  the  Concourse 
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Bowl,  it  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  overall  visual  quality  of 
the  Concourse.  The  relocation  of  the  U.S.  Grant  monument  to  its  new  location  would 
maintain  its  visibility  and  mark  the  entrance  to  the  Music  Concourse  from  Tea  Garden  Drive. 
The  introduction  of  a  tunnel  and  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  would  change  the 
visual  configuration  of  the  surface  roadway.  In  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this 
change  would  not  significantly  degrade  overall  visual  quality  or  park  landscape  viewed  from 
Fulton  Street  or  adjacent  neighborhoods.  The  proposed  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Underground  Through  Street  would  involve  the  removal  of  approximately  73  trees  (18  to 
accommodate  the  Phase  I  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue  near  Kennedy  Drive,  5  to  provide  access  for 
the  Phase  I  tunnel  and  ramp  from  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street,  and  about  50  trees  for  the 
Phase  II  proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  at  Middle  Drive  East).  Significant  views  of  the  Concourse 
would  not  be  adversely  impacted  as  a  result.  The  Underground  Through  Street  level  would  be 
below  Kennedy  Drive  and  would  thus  not  significantly  alter  the  visual  characteristics  of  that 
portion  of  the  road  or  the  Music  Concourse  area. 

The  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street, 
and  Concourse  surface  improvements  would  not  significantly  affect  the  visual  character  of  the 
Music  Concourse  area.  No  significant  scenic  views  would  be  obstructed.  Landscape  changes 
would  reduce  the  extent  of  paved  area  and  would  add  the  pedestrian  oasis  to  the  area.  The 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Underground  Through  Street,  and  Concourse  surface 
improvements  would  not  disturb  the  formal  and  symmetrical  character  of  the  Music  Concourse 
or  the  naturalistic  and  pastoral  character  of  its  surroundings.  The  tunnels  and  ramps  at  Tenth 
Avenue,  Eighth  Avenue,  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  change  the  visual  characteristics 
viewed  from  adjacent  neighborhoods  and  roads/pathways;  however,  these  changes  would  not 
adversely  affect  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse  Area  or  Park. 

HISTORIC  RESOURCES  (P.  68) 

None  of  the  resources  in  the  project  or  Music  Concourse  area  have  been  determined  eligible 
for  individual  listing  on  the  National  Register;  however,  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole  has 
been  proposed  as  a  National  Register  Landmark  District,  as  an  historic  landscape  of 
significance  for  a  period  of  significance  between  1870  and  1943.  A  number  of  buildings, 
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structures,  sites  and  objects  throughout  the  Park  are  considered  to  be  contributing  features  to 
the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District.  These  features  are  considered  to  contribute 
to  the  overall  historical  significance  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  but  may  or  may  not  meet  local, 
state,  or  national  criteria  for  listing,  or  eligibility  for  listing,  as  individually  significant  historic 
resources.  The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Registration  Form  for  the  proposed 
historic  district  identified  123  contributing  features  including  27  buildings,  55  sites,  11 
structures,  and  30  objects.  Contributing  features  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  include  the 
Music  Concourse;  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music;  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument;  Japanese  Tea 
Garden;  Shakespeare  Garden;  Rhododendron  Dell;  the  pedestrian  underpass  known  as  the 
Tunnel  under  Main  Drive  (now  Kennedy  Drive);  and  the  many  monuments  and  fountains  in 
the  Music  Concourse. 

The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  has  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of 
Historical  Resources.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  is  listed  as  City  Landmark  No.  96  under  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Code.  The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell  also  appear 
individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register,  but  have  not  been  formally 
nominated. 

The  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  to  the  Music 
Concourse  would  involve  the  removal  and  reconstruction  of  paved  areas/roads,  land  features, 
vegetation,  trees,  structures,  as  well  as  the  construction  of  associated  ramps.  Existing 
topography,  spatial  relationships,  vegetation,  trees,  and  structures  removed  and/or  damaged 
during  construction  would  be  replaced  and  rehabilitated  according  to  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan.  Phase  I  would  also  include  construction  of  several  above-ground  features  including: 
stairwells,  pedestrian  ramps,  and  exhaust  shafts.  These  new  elements  would  be  confined  to 
specific  areas  within  the  Park  including  the  Music  Concourse  area,  Kennedy  Drive  and  the 
John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell,  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance,  Academy  Drive,  and  Middle 
Drive  East.  The  Music  Concourse  Bowl  and  the  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell, 
resources  potentially  eligible  for  the  California  Register,  would  also  be  affected.  If  Phase  I 
were  to  include  the  variant  removing  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  and  replacing  the  north 
portal  as  an  artifact  on  the  Concourse  berm,  the  proposed  changes  would  be  minor,  and  would 
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not  materially  impair  the  potential  historic  significance  of  the  overall  Music  Concourse 
landscape.  Enough  features  would  remain  intact  and  the  Music  Concourse  would  retain 
important  aspects  of  integrity  that  the  variant  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
historic  resources.  The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  would  not 
be  materially  altered  by  the  proposed  project. 

The  overall  historic  character  and  configuration  of  the  physical  features  in  the  Concourse 
would  not  change.  Therefore,  Phase  I  would  not  affect  the  eligibility  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as 
a  National  Register  Historic  District. 

Construction  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  in  Phase  II  with  a  ramp  south  of  Kennedy 
Drive  at  Eighth  Avenue,  would  require  the  removal  of  several  trees  within  an  historic 
windbreak  grove  and  would  change  the  spatial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse  and 
Rhododendron  Dell  (both  eligible  for  individual  listing  on  the  National  Register).  As  a  result, 
Phase  II  (Underground  Through  Street)  would  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
individual  significance  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  as  an 
historic  resource.  This  would  be  a  significant  adverse  impact. 

TRANSPORTATION  (P.  100) 

Traffic 

The  traffic  analysis  included  22  study  intersections  as  locations  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  These  intersections  include  most  of  the  local  intersections  adjacent  to  the 
concourse,  plus  those  along  main  access  routes  to  and  from  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
transportation  study  evaluated  intersection  operating  conditions  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour 
(generally  5:00  to  6:00  PM),  as  this  is  the  peak  period  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site.  However,  the  peak  activity  for  recreational  and  cultural  uses  occurs  on 
weekends;  therefore,  intersection  operating  conditions  were  also  quantitatively  evaluated  for 
the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours  (generally  2:00  to  3:00  PM).  In  addition, 
transit,  parking,  pedestrian  and  bicyclists  impacts  were  also  evaluated  in  the  transportation 
study. 
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A  baseline  condition  was  developed  to  compare  transportation  conditions  without  and  with  the 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Phase  I,  and  other  Proposition  J  Transportation 
Implementation  Plan  (TIP)  elements.  Baseline  conditions  are  defined  as  the  Existing 
conditions  plus  the  travel  demand  associated  with  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the 
additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the  reconstruction  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences. 

In  general,  parking  facilities  are  considered  to  accommodate  vehicle  trips  generated  by  other 
land  uses.    That  is,  vehicles  using  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  trips  related  to 
visitors  to  the  Park  as  a  whole,  or  the  institutions  around  the  Music  Concourse.  Also,  the 
project  would  remove  surface  parking  spaces  equal  to  the  number  of  spaces  in  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility.  Therefore,  the  transportation  impacts  associated  with  the 
project  would  include  vehicle  trips  that  now  park  elsewhere,  as  well  as  future  trips  resulting 
from  visitor  growth  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and 
other  cumulative  traffic  growth  over  time.  Those  changes  would  result  in  increased  traffic  at 
some  locations,  and  reduced  at  others. 

Since  Phase  II  would  include  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  would  close  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  to  through  traffic,  a  reassignment  of  Park  vehicles  was  conducted  for  this 
phase.  In  addition,  Parking  Variant  1  and  Parking  Variant  2  were  analyzed  for  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility.  Both  Variants  would  remove  60  percent  of  the  total  800 
surface  spaces  in  areas  east  of  Crossover  Drive.  Variant  1  would  assume  remove  of  more 
parking  near  the  Concourse;  Variant  2  would  remove  parking  throughout  the  eastern  area  of 
the  Park.  Both  variants  would  remove  200  spaces  from  the  Concourse  itself.  Although  each 
variant  would  remove  the  same  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  Park,  the 
location  of  the  spaces  to  be  eliminated  would  be  different,  and  separate  vehicle  trip 
assignments  and  parking  assignments  were  developed  for  each  parking  variant. 

Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  with  Parking  Variants  1  or  2  conditions,  would 
result  in  a  significant  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  during  the  weekday 
PM  peak  hour;  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  would  change  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  F.  Traffic  impacts 
during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours  would  be  at  LOS  B. 
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Phase  II,  Underground  Through  Street,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions  would  result  in  a 
significant  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy /Eighth/Underground  Through  Street 
ramp  in  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour;  LOS  would  change  from  C  to  F  during  the  Saturday 
midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

The  reconfiguration  of  the  Park  roadways  with  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  would  change  circulation 
through  the  Music  Concourse,  the  adjacent  areas  of  the  Park  and  the  nearby  Park  access  roads. 
With  a  result  of  Phase  I,  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  would  provide  areas  only  to  the 
parking  facility,  and  would  no  longer  serve  as  surface  access  to  the  Park;  therefore,  there 
would  be  a  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to  Eighth  Avenue  and  an  increase  in  traffic  using  the  Eighth 
Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park.  As  a  result,  conditions  would  worsen  at  Fulton/Eighth  (to  LOS 
F)  and  Kennedy/Eighth  (to  LOS  F),  especially  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour. 

With  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  would  be 
closed  to  through  traffic  and  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  reconfigured 
into  a  one-way  loop.  It  is  anticipated  most  of  the  existing  traffic  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  would  divert  to  the  through  street.  Access  to  the  Music  Concourse  from  the 
north  would  become  more  difficult,  as  vehicles  entering  the  Park  from  Eighth  Avenue  would 
need  to  travel  through  the  through  road  to  Middle  Drive  East  and  then  enter  the  Music 
Concourse  from  the  south.     Muni  buses  and  emergency  vehicles  would  use  a  connector 
roadway  between  Academy/Tea  Garden  Drives  and  Kennedy  Drive. 

Parking 

Both  parking  variants  assume  that  of  the  800  surface  spaces  to  be  removed  within  the  Park,  60 
percent  (480  spaces)  would  be  removed  on  roadways  east  of  Crossover  Drive  and  40  percent 
(320  spaces)  would  be  removed  on  roadways  west  of  Crossover  Drive.  With  both  parking 
variants,  of  the  480  spaces  that  would  be  removed  on  roadways  east  of  Crossover  Drive,  200 
spaces  would  be  removed  from  the  Music  Concourse.  Variant  1  assumes  that  the  remaining 
280  spaces  would  be  removed  from  within  lA  mile  of  the  Music  Concourse,  while  Variant  2 
assumes  that  the  remaining  280  spaces  would  be  removed  somewhere  east  of  Crossover  Drive 
but  not  concentrated  within  XA  mile  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  specific  locations  of  the 
parking  removal  have  not  been  determined  at  this  time. 
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As  a  result  of  the  increase  in  parking  supply  in  the  Park  with  the  proposed  parking  facility, 
occupancy  in  the  parking  study  area  (the  Park  east  of  Crossover  Drive  and  the  area  bounded 
by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west,  Judah  Street 
and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the  east)  would 
decrease  from  Baseline  conditions  during  the  three  analysis  periods.  During  the  weekday 
midday  period,  the  overall  parking  occupancy  would  decrease  from  81  percent  to  77  percent; 
during  the  Saturday  midday  period,  the  overall  parking  occupancy  would  decrease  from  93 
percent  to  89  percent:  and  during  the  Sunday  midday  period,  the  overall  parking  occupancy 
would  decrease  from  99  percent  to  92  percent  /  93  percent  (with  Parking  Variant  1  and  2, 
respectively) 

West  of  Crossover  Drive,  the  elimination  of  320  parking  spaces  would  reduce  the  parking 
supply  in  this  area  of  the  Park  to  2,440  spaces  on  weekdays  and  Sundays,  and  to  2,110  spaces 
on  Saturdays.  Parking  occupancy  would  increase  to  between  12  and  41  percent,  indicating  that 
additional  capacity  is  available  and  that  the  removal  would  not  substantially  affect  the  ability  of 
Park  visitors  to  find  parking. 

The  intersection  improvements  at  Tenth/Fulton  with  Phase  I  and  at  King  Drive/Middle  Drive 
East  and  Middle  Drive  East/Underground  Through  Street  with  Phase  2  would  require  removal 
of  on-street  parking  The  intersection  improvements  would  eliminate  44  parking  spaces  with 
Phase  1  and  an  additional  33  parking  spaces  under  Phase  2. 

The  implementation  of  the  time-limited  parking  proposed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan  may  make  about  500  parking  spaces  in  the  Park  available  for  short-term  use  (although 
some  of  these  spaces  may  be  removed  as  part  of  the  surface  parking  removal  with  Phase  I,  and 
may  be  still  used  for  long-term  parking,  depending  upon  the  effectiveness  of  the  enforcement 
program).  With  Phase  I.  a  portion  of  the  500  drivers  potentially  displaced  with  the 
implementation  of  time-limited  parking  may  shift  to  the  proposed  parking  facility,  and  short- 
term  visitors  to  the  Park  may  be  more  likely  to  find  free  parking  within  walking  distance  of  the 
Music  Concourse. 
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Muni 

With  Phase  I,  increases  in  traffic  volumes  on  Eighth  Avenue,  and  the  associated  increases  in 
average  delays  per  vehicle  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  and  Kennedy/Eighth  would 
result  in  increased  delays  to  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line,  about  one  to  two  minutes 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour  of  5:00  PM  to  6:00  PM  and  about  five  seconds  during  the 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour. 

As  part  of  Phase  I,  to  accommodate  the  changes  to  Fulton  Street  with  the  garage,  the  existing 
Muni  stops  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  relocated  to  11th  Avenue.  In  addition,  a  traffic  signal 
with  pedestrian  actuation  would  be  provided  (the  signal  would  be  coordinated  with  the  signal 
at  Fulton/Tenth  to  minimize  delays  to  vehicles  on  Fulton  Street). 

With  Phase  II,  Muni  bus  operations  through  the  Music  Concourse  and  along  King  Drive 
between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  improve,  as  a  result  of  the  diversion 
of  traffic  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways.  However,  the  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to  Middle 
Drive  East  and  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  the 
average  delay  per  vehicle  at  the  intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive  East,  which  may  result  in 
minor  increases  to  Muni  travel  times  through  the  intersection. 

Pedestrians/Bicycles 

Phase  I  would  increase  the  parking  supply  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  would  increase  the 
number  of  pedestrians  that  would  travel  to  and  from  the  Music  Concourse  area.  As  part  of  the 
removal  of  on-street  parking  throughout  the  Park,  up  to  100  crosswalks  locations  throughout 
the  Park  would  be  striped  to  enhance  visibility  and  improve  pedestrian  safety.  The  removal  of 
surface  parking  spaces  along  roadways  throughout  the  Park  and  at  intersections  would  provide 
for  additional  right-of-way  for  bicycle  travel.  The  elimination  of  curb  parking  would  also 
reduce  parking  maneuvers  and  opening  door  conflicts  which  hinder  bicycle  travel. 

Tour  Buses/Delivery  Vehicles 

Since  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be 
closed  to  all  vehicles  (except  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles)  with  Phase  II  of  the  Project,  all 
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tour  buses  and  school  buses  would  need  to  access  the  Music  Concourse  from  King  Drive.  In 
addition,  the  closure  of  the  connection  may  result  in  minor  rerouting  of  delivery /service 
vehicles  destined  to  the  New  de Young,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  or  the  Hagiwara 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  as  these  vehicle  may  would  likely  use  the  Underground  Through 
Tunnel,  depending  upon  their  origin. 

Construction 

The  intersection  improvements  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  require  the  permanent  relocation  of  the 
MUNI  bus  stop  to  Eleventh  Avenue.  Both  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  (and 
adjacent  sidewalks)  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  band  shell  would  be  closed  for  the 
duration  of  the  construction  period.  In  addition,  Kennedy  Drive  in  the  vicinity  of  Tenth 
Avenue  would  be  temporarily  closed  for  about  10  months  during  the  excavation  and 
construction  of  the  garage  driveway. 

The  closure  of  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  during  construction  would  require  the 
temporary  rerouting  of  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  and  relocation  of  the  bus  stops  on 
Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive.  The  44-O'Shaughnessy  could  potentially  be  rerouted 
to  Kennedy  Drive,  Bowling  Green,  Middle  Drive  East  and  King  Drive.  Temporary  bus  stops 
could  be  located  on  Middle  Drive  East  near  the  CAS  entrance. 

During  the  construction,  primarily  on  weekdays,  truck  traffic  would  cause  a  temporary 
lessening  of  street  capacity  due  to  the  slower  movement  and  larger  turning  radii  of  trucks. 
Construction  workers  would  also  cause  a  temporary  parking  demand. 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  overlap  the  construction  of 
other  planned  projects,  include  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  planned  California 
Academy  of  Sciences.  Construction  activities  associated  with  these  projects  would  affect 
access,  traffic  operations,  bus  operation  and  pedestrian  movements.  The  potential  overlapping 
construction  of  these  projects  may  result  in  temporarily  increased  congestion  in  the  area,  plus 
inconveniences  to  motorists,  pedestrians,  bicyclists  and  transit  patrons. 
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A  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that  would  address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control 
and  pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the  construction  area  would  be  required  as  part  of  project 
approval. 

Year  2015  Cumulative  Conditions 

By  2015,  there  is  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes,  resulting  from 
background  growth  independent  of  specific  projects,  analyzed  along  the  major  streets  outside 
the  Park,  including  Park  Presidio  Boulevard/Crossover  Drive,  Fulton  Street  and  Stanyan 
Street,  and  along  Kennedy  Drive  and  Kezar  Drive/King  Drive  inside  the  Park.  As  a  result, 
most  of  the  study  intersections  along  these  streets  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  during  the 
three  study  periods. 

With  Phase  I,  7  of  the  21  intersections  would  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions  during  the 
weekday  PM  peak  hour,  4  of  the  21  intersections  would  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions 
during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  3  of  the  17  intersections  would  operate  with 
unacceptable  conditions  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour.  The  addition  of  Phase  II  of  the 
Project  would  cause  1  additional  intersection  to  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions  during 
the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  but  no  additional  intersections  during  the  Saturday  midday  and 
Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

Based  on  the  Proposed  Project's  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the  Proposed 
Project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  three 
of  the  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F,  and  would  be  considered  to  not  have  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions  at  the  other  intersections  that  would 
operate  at  LOS  E  or  F. 

(See  also  Section  C  of  this  Summary  which  describes  mitigation  measures  to  improve  LOS 
conditions  that  would  avoid  significant  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  Phase  I  and 
Phase  II.) 
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NOISE  (P.  164) 

Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  include  residential  and  institutional  uses. 
Although  other  noise  sources  occur  in  the  vicinity,  vehicular  traffic  is  the  primary  source  of 
noise  within  and  around  the  Park.  Existing  ambient  daytime  noise  levels  were  measured  at  six 
selected  locations  around  the  Music  Concourse  in  order  to  identify  representative  noise  levels. 
Existing  24-hour  noise  levels  were  also  measured  at  the  intersection  of  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Fulton  Street  throughout  a  weekend.  The  average  daytime  noise  levels  and  24-hour  noise 
levels  and  sources  of  noise  measured  at  each  location  ranged  from  a  short-term  minimum 
L(min)  of  41.0  dBA  at  the  AIDS  Memorial  Grove  to  a  short-term  maximum  L(max)  of  99  dBA  at 
the  southwest  corner  of  Fulton  Street  and  Tenth  Avenue.  The  latter  noise  is  likely  due  to 
instantaneous  noise  generated  by  a  car  stereo  or  a  siren. 

Temporary  construction  activities  associated  with  Phase  I  would  impact  the  existing  buildings 
in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  including  the  de Young  Museum  and  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences.  Construction  noise  levels  could  reach  levels  of  89  dBA  Leq  during  the  daytime 
outside  these  buildings.  Assuming  that  the  noise  levels  would  be  reduced  by  6.0  dBA  at  a 
distance  of  100  feet  from  the  construction  area,  they  could  also  exceed  the  City's  80  dBA  Leq 
standard  during  the  excavation/grading  and  exterior  finishing  phases  of  development.  This 
impact  would  be  potentially  significant  without  mitigation. 

The  primary  noise  effects  of  Phase  I,  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
improvements,  would  be  the  resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  localized 
changes  in  roadway  noise  levels.  However,  the  changes  in  motor  vehicle  trips  and  circulation 
patterns  during  the  regular  session  would  increase  local  noise  levels  by  a  maximum  of  0.6 
dBA  Ldn,  which  is  inaudible/imperceptible  to  most  people.  The  noise  levels  along  several 
roadway  links  would  also  be  reduced  as  a  result  of  the  changes  in  circulation  patterns  that 
would  occur  under  Phase  I  of  the  project.  Because  the  roadway  noise  levels  at  all  locations 
would  increase  by  less  than  3  dBA  Ldn,  Phase  I  would  not  generate  increased  local  traffic 
volumes  that  cause  a  substantial  permanent  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project 
vicinity. 
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The  primary  noise  effects  of  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  tunnel,  would  be 
the  resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized  concentrations  of 
air  pollutants.  As  with  Phase  I,  the  changes  in  motor  vehicle  trips  and  circulation  patterns 
would  increase  local  noise  levels  by  a  maximum  of  0.6  dBA  Ldn,  which  is  inaudible/impercep- 
tible to  most  people.  In  addition,  noise  levels  along  several  roadway  links  would  be  reduced 
as  a  result  of  the  changes  in  circulation  patterns  that  would  occur  under  both  phases  of  the 
project. 

Future  noise  levels  were  also  assessed,  and  all  locations  showed  an  increase  of  less  than  3  dBA 
Ldn.  Cumulative  development,  including  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects, 
would  not  result  in  a  substantial  and  permanent  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project 
vicinity  and  the  contribution  of  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  would  not  be 
cumulatively  considerable. 

AIR  QUALITY  (P.  175) 

Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  include  residential,  office,  commercial,  and 
institutional  uses.  Local  emissions  sources  include  stationary  activities  (such  as  space  and 
water  heating),  landscape  maintenance,  consumer  products,  and  mobile  sources  (primarily 
automobile  and  truck  traffic).  Motor  vehicles  are  the  primary  source  of  pollutants  in  the  Park. 

Construction  activities  for  Phase  I  would  generate  airborne  dust  that  could  adversely  affect  the 
surrounding  area.  The  principal  pollutant  of  concern  would  be  PMio.  Construction  activities 
associated  with  Phase  I  could  also  generate  airborne  odors  associated  with  the  operation  of 
construction  vehicles  and  the  application  of  architectural  coatings.  However,  these  emissions 
would  occur  during  daytime  hours  only  and  would  be  isolated  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
construction  sites.  Therefore,  this  activity  and  would  not  affect  a  substantial  number  of  people 
or  cause  a  significant  impact. 

When  completed,  the  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
improvements  would  not  generate  any  new  sources  of  air  pollutant  emissions.  Phase  I  would 
not  add  any  new  equipment  that  would  generate  emissions  or  new  operations  with  emission  of 
ROG,  NOx  or  PMio.  The  primary  air  quality  effects  of  Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking 
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Facility  and  surface  improvements,  would  be  the  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the 
resulting  localized  concentrations  of  air  pollutants. 

Maximum  existing  CO  concentrations  were  calculated  for  intersections  evaluated  in  the  Golden 
Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  Transportation  Study  that  operate  at  existing  levels  of 
service  (LOS)  D,  E,  or  F.  Calculations  were  based  on  a  simplified  CALINE4  screening 
procedure  developed  by  the  BAAQMD  and  presented  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines.  Under  worst- 
case  conditions,  CO  concentrations  near  all  of  the  study  area  intersections  would  not  exceed 
national  or  State  1-hour  and  8-hour  ambient  CO  standards. 

Cumulative  increases  in  CO  concentrations  near  the  same  intersections  described  under 
existing  conditions  would  not  exceed  the  national  35.0  ppm  and  State  20.0  ppm  1-hour 
ambient  air  quality  standards  or  the  national  9.5  ppm  and  State  9. 1  ppm  8-hour  ambient  air 
quality  standards  when  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  is  operational.  Therefore,  sensitive 
receptors  located  in  close  proximity  to  these  intersections  would  not  be  exposed  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations,  and  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and 
surface  improvements  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  also  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  three 
street-level  air  intake  grills  for  each  garage  section  and  two  ventilation  structures  to  be 
shielded  in  the  landscape  to  the  east  to  the  Concourse.  The  primary  air  pollutant  of  concern 
that  would  be  emitted  through  the  ventilation  structures  would  be  CO,  since  it  is  directly 
emitted  from  of  motor  vehicles.  CO  does  not  adversely  affect  plant  life,  only  breathing 
animals.  Therefore,  the  CO  emissions  from  these  structures  would  not  affect  the  surrounding 
vegetation.  The  localized  concentrations  of  CO  near  the  roadways  in  the  study  area  would  not 
exceed  adopted  CO  standards  and  there  would  be  much  fewer  vehicles  operating  within  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  than  on  the  roadways.  Therefore,  the  emission  of  CO  from 
these  structures  would  not  adversely  affect  people  at  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  ventilation 
structures  would  be  up  to  10  feet  high  and  would  carry  emissions  above  the  surface  to 
locations  away  from  where  people  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time. 

Construction  activities  and  emissions  associated  with  Phase  II  would  be  similar  to  Phase  I.  As 
with  Phase  I.  the  primary  air  quality  effect  of  Phase  II.  the  Underground  Through  Street  and 
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tunnel,  would  be  the  resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized 
concentrations  of  air  pollutants.  Future  CO  concentrations  near  these  intersections  would  not 
exceed  the  national  35.0  ppm  and  State  20.0  ppm  1-hour  ambient  air  quality  standards  or  the 
national  9.5  ppm  and  State  9.1  ppm  8-hour  ambient  air  quality  standards  when  Phase  II  is 
completed. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT  (P.  191) 

Total  development  for  the  proposed  project  would  include  an  Underground  Parking  Facility. 
Employment  at  the  site  would  increase  by  about  three  staff  members  during  daily  operations. 
Open  space  and  pedestrian  improvements  would  also  be  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 
Lastly,  transportation  and  circulation  improvements  would  occur  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  itself  would  replace  existing  surface  parking  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  by  a  one-to-one  ratio.  The  project  would,  therefore,  not  create  any  additional 
parking  overall.  The  project  would  reorganize  the  location  of  parking.  However,  the  Music 
Concourse  itself  would  continue  to  function  in  a  recreational  and  open  space  capacity. 

Changes  are  not  anticipated  to  significantly  intensify  use  of  the  various  buildings  in  the  area 
beyond  replacement  which  is  currently  projected  for  the  adjacent  institutions.  These  changes 
would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  economic  expansion  or  growth  or  encroachment  upon 
undeveloped  open  space.  Employment  growth  would  be  so  minimal,  that  it  would  not  be 
reflected  directly  in  increased  demand  for  housing  and  City  services  to  residents. 

Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  be  not  considered  growth  inducing. 
C.     MITIGATION  MEASURES  (P.  193) 

In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  project.  Some  of  these  measures  have 
been,  or  would  be,  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  and,  therefore,  are  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project;  some  are  under  consideration.  Implementation  of  some  measures  may  be  the 
responsibility  of  public  agencies. 
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Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below.  Measures  from  the  Initial  Study 
(see  Appendix  A,  p.  A.l)  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  are  indicated  with  an  asterisk  (*)  and 
follow  mitigation  measures  of  topics  discussed  in  the  EIR.  Mitigation  measures  identified  in 
this  EIR  and  in  the  Initial  Study  would  be  required  by  decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project 
approval  unless  they  are  demonstrated  to  be  infeasible  based  on  substantial  evidence  in  the 
record. 

A.  TRANSPORTATION 

Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

The  Project  Sponsor  would  work  with  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT), 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  Department  of  Public  Works,  and/or  the  Planning 
Department  to  implement  the  following  measures. 

Phase  I 

1.  Under  the  Baseline  plus  Phase  I,  Parking  Variants  1  and  2  scenario,  the  proposed 
project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  the  Fulton/Eighth  intersection  during  the 
weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  of  the  intersection  to 
provide  a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-through-right  lane  into  a  through- 
right  lane).  Restriping  of  the  northbound  approach  would  require  the  elimination  of 
on-street  parking  along  the  both  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Eighth  Avenue  between 
Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations 
would  improve  to  LOS  C. 

This  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with 
signalization. 

Improvement  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

Surface  Circulation 

2.  The  following  Improvement  Measures  would  improve  vehicular  circulation  in  and 
around  the  Music  Concourse  area  to  account  for  the  effects  associated  with  Phase  I: 

a.        Redirect  and  re-sign  the  access  from  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  Golden  Gate 
Park  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Separate  directions  could  be 
provided  for  access  to  the  garage  (Tenth  Avenue)  and  the  Park  (Eighth 
Avenue). 
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b.  With  Phase  I,  possibly  reroute  inbound  traffic  from  Park  Presidio  Boulevard 
away  from  Tenth  and  Eighth  Avenues.  For  instance,  vehicles  could  be  directed 
to  turn  right  at  Cabrillo  Street,  mm  left  to  Fourteenth  Avenue,  and  turn  left  to 
Fulton  Street.  In  conjunction,  explore  the  feasibility  of  creating  a  left-turn 
pocket  from  southbound  Park  Presidio  to  eastbound  Fulton  Street,  and  a  left- 
turn  pocket  from  westbound  Fulton  Street  to  southbound  Crossover  Drive  to 
improve  access  between  the  garage  and  Park  Presidio/Crossover 
Drive/Nineteenth  Avenue. 

c.  With  Phase  II,  reconfigure  the  intersection  of  Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden  to 
physically  restrict  access  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy /Tea  Garden 
Drives,  except  for  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  only. 

d.  With  Phase  II,  redirect  and  re-sign  access  from  north  of  the  Park  (Eighth 
Avenue)  and  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  via  the  Underground 
Through  Street. 

e.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of 
service  at  the  lOth/Fulton  intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during 
peak  hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review  the  results  of  the  monitoring 
program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  lOth/Fulton 
southbound  approach  into  the  garage  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the 
implementation  of  the  project,  then  the  Concourse  Authority  should  work  with 
the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes  to  the  10th  Avenue 
approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting 
southbound  left  turns  onto  Fulton  Street.    Final  authority  for  assessing  whether 
any  specific  treatment  is  needed  rests  with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority 
would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and  contribute  its  fair  share  to  any 
improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 

f.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of 
service  at  the  9th/Irving  intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during  peak 
hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review  the  results  of  the  monitoring 
program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  9th/Irving 
northbound  approach  into  Golden  Gate  Park  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the 
implementation  of  the  project,  then  the  Concourse  Authority  should  work  with 
the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes  to  the  9th  Avenue 
approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting 
northbound  left  turns  onto  Irving  Street.   Final  authority  for  assessing  whether 
any  specific  treatment  is  needed  rests  with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority 
would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and  contribute  its  fair  share  to  any 
improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 
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g.  Prior  to  initiating  construction  of  the  underground  garage,  the  Concourse  Authority 
will  create  a  citizen's  advisory  committee,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
representatives  from  one  neighborhood  association  representing  a  neighborhood  on 
the  north  side  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park;  one  neighborhood  association  representing 
a  neighborhood  on  the  south  side  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park;  a  business  owners 
organization;  an  organization  whose  primary  focus  is  recreational  use  of  the  Park;  a 
City-wide  civic  organization;  a  citizen  to  represent  the  tree  interests,  an 
environmental  group  whose  primary  focus  is  traffic,  transit,  or  pedestrian 

2. 1      The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  would  work  with  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  with  community  groups  to  review  traffic  conditions  with 
implementation  of  Phase  I  and  the  TIP,  to  identify  traffic  calming  or  other 
improvements  for  traffic  circulation  and  pedestrian  conditions  on  streets  near  the  Park. 

3.  The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  operations  of  the  Phase  I  parking 
facility: 

a.  Install  variable  electronic  signage  at  the  entrances  to  provide  information 
regarding  the  availability  of  parking  within  each  level  and  each  side  of  the 
facility  and  whether  the  parking  is  fully  occupied.  Provide  signage  along  Fulton 
Street  (for  traffic  in  the  eastbound,  westbound,  and  southbound  directions)  and 
Academy  Drive  to  notify  potential  parkers  of  the  current  garage  occupancy. 
These  signs  would  be  operated  by  garage  staff,  and  would  include  video 
cameras  to  monitor  the  queuing  situation  at  the  garage  entrances. 

b.  Coordinate  with  institutions  holding  special  events  so  that  special  staffing 
arrangements  and  changes  to  the  vehicular  circulation  would  occur;  and  station 
parking  control  officers  at  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  to  direct  and 
control  exiting  traffic  (to  ensure  that  vehicles  do  not  block  northbound  Academy 
Drive  traffic)  after  special  events. 

Parking 

4.  The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  parking  conditions  to  account  for 
the  effects  associated  with  Phase  I: 

a.        Install  signage  throughout  the  Park  and  the  major  access  roadways  directing 
vehicles  to  the  parking  facility  and  coordinate  with  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences,  de Young  Museum  and  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  staff  to  include 
directions,  hours  of  operation  and  parking  rates  on  the  institutions'  telephone 
system,  web  site  and  other  informational  material.  New  signage  would  be 
designed  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  to  respect  the 
historic  landscape  design,  and  meet  applicable  requirements  for  vehicle  signage. 
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5.       The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  transit  operations  to  account  for 
the  effects  associated  with  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Install  the  relocated  Muni  bus  stops  at  1  l^/Fulton  and  a  new  traffic  signal  with 
pedestrian  actuation  and  new  crosswalks  at  1  l^/Fulton.  This  signal  would  be 
interconnected  with  the  signal  at  Tenth/Fulton  to  minimize  delays  to  vehicles  on 
Fulton  Street. 

b.  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  to  provide 
a  left-turn  pocket.  Although  this  measure  was  listed  as  a  mitigation  measure  for 
traffic  impacts  under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I  conditions,  it  could  be 
performed  separately  to  improve  bus  operations  along  Eighth  Avenue. 

c.  Eliminate  on-street  parking  along  King  Drive  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
conflicts  between  parking  vehicles  and  buses.  These  spaces  could  be  included 
as  part  of  the  800  surface  parking  spaces  to  be  eliminated  with  the  construction 
of  the  garage. 

d.  Develop  measures  to  improve  bus  operations  along  King  Drive,  including  the 
provision  of  a  reversible  transit-only  lane  on  King  Drive.  Muni  has  expressed 
interest  in  improving  transit  operations  along  King  Drive  to  improve  existing 
conditions,  primarily  delays  to  buses  in  the  southbound  direction.  Additional 
analyses  may  need  to  be  performed  along  King  Drive  to  determine  if  changes  to 
the  roadway  configuration  would  be  possible. 

e.  Develop  signage  program  for  regional  transit  and  MUNI  transfer 
locations  indicating  which  transit  lines  serve  Golden  Gate  Park.  These 
would  include  the  Transbay  Terminal,  BART  stations,  and  Stonestown 
to  indicate  that  the  44-O'Shaughnessey  (or  renamed  44-Golden  Gate 
Park)  and  the  N-Judah  provide  transit  access  to  Golden  Gate  Park. 


Pedestrians 
6.       Phase  I: 

a.  With  Phase  I,  install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T  WALK 
and  countdown  indicators)  at  Fulton/Eighth  and  Fulton/Tenth  to  improve 
pedestrian  crossing  of  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue,  respectively. 
Pedestrian  crossing  signals  are  already  provided  at  these  intersections  for 
crossing  Fulton  Street. 

b.  The  pedestrian  signals  would  help  facilitate  pedestrian  movements  at  these 
locations.  Install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T  WALK 
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countdown  indicators)  at  Lincoln/Ninth  to  improve  pedestrian  crossing  of 
Lincoln  Way  and  Ninth  Avenue;  establish  crosswalks  at  all  new  intersections 
created  (or  intersections  substantially  reconfigured)  with  the  proposed  project; 
and  reconstruct  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  to  tighten  the  radius  at  the 
corners  to  reduce  distance  for  pedestrians  to  cross  intersection  and  to  reduce  the 
travel  speed  of  vehicles. 
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Bicycles 


7.  With  Phase  I,  provide  a  bicycle  lane  or  wide  curb  lane  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  as  part  of  the  Music  Concourse  surface  improvements. 

Loading 

8.  With  Phase  II,  redirect  and  re-sign  access  from  north  of  the  Park  (Eighth  Avenue)  and 
Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  via  the  Underground  Through  Street. 
Coordinate  with  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  de Young  Museum  and  Hagiwara 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  staff  to  reroute  delivery/service  vehicles  and  tour/school  buses  to 
account  for  the  closure  of  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy/Tea 
Garden  Drives 

Construction 

9.  With  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
traffic  congestion,  including  transit  disruption  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during 
construction  of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  the  project  sponsor  would  need  to 
develop  detailed  construction  detour  plans  to  redirect  vehicular,  transit,  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  traffic  when  Kennedy  Drive  is  closed  and  when  Academy  and  Tea  Garden 
Drives  are  closed.  It  may  be  possible  to  construct  a  single-lane  bridge  (using  steel 
plates)  to  mitigate  circulation  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  closure  of 
Kennedy  Drive. 

The  temporary  parking  demand  by  construction  workers  could  be  met  within  the 
on-street  parking  in  the  Park,  especially  to  the  area  west  of  the  Music  Concourse  and 
would  not  affect  general  parking  conditions  in  the  adjacent  neighborhoods.  However, 
if  time-limited  parking  is  implemented  prior  to  completion  of  the  parking  garage, 
construction  workers  would  need  to  park  on  King  Drive  west  of  Crossover  Drive  and 
west  of  Stow  Lake  on  Kennedy  Drive. 

Since  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  overlap  with  construction  of  the  New 
de  Young  and  the  rehabilitation/reconstruction  of  the  CAS,  the  construction 
contractor(s)  for  each  project  would  need  to  coordinate  their  construction  schedules  and 
activities  to  avoid  conflicts.  In  addition,  it  may  be  possible  to  coordinate  deliveries  and 
hauling  between  the  projects  to  minimize  the  number  of  trucks  destined  to  and  from  the 
projects  site  each  day.  Furthermore,  it  may  be  possible  to  share  construction  worker 
parking  locations,  either  off-site  or  within  the  proposed  project  after  the  garages  are 
constructed. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  construction  contractor  for  each  phase  or  project  would  work 
with  the  various  City  Departments  (including  Planning,  Muni,  DPT,  DPW,  Recreation 
and  Park,  and  the  Fire  Department)  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  to 
address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control,  pedestrian  walks,  transit  stop 
relocation,  and  restoration  and  repair  of  pavement,  landscaping,  traffic  control  devices 
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and  other  Park  features  due  to  construction  trucks  and  heavy  equipment  traffic  and 
movements. 
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Mitigation  Measure  for  Year  2015  Cumulative  Conditions 


With  2015  Cumulative  with  Phase  I  conditions,  eight  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or 
F  during  either  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  or  Sunday  midday 
peak  hour.  Phase  II  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  at  one  additional  intersection  during 
the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the 
Project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  three 
of  the  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F: 

•  Fulton/Eighth  (with  Phase  I), 

•  Kennedy/Eighth  (with  Phase  I  and  with  Phase  II):  and 

•  King/Middle  Drive  East  (with  Phase  II).  At  the  other  intersections  that  would  operate 
at  LOS  E  or  F,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  2015 
Cumulative  conditions. 

Intersections  with  Significant  Project  Contributions 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  improve  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operations 
to  acceptable  conditions. 

10.  Fulton/Eighth  (Phase  I  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  to  provide  a 
left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-through-right  lane  into  a  through-right  lane) 
and  create  a  westbound  left-turn  pocket.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  provision  of  the 
northbound  left-turn  pocket  and  westbound  left-turn  pocket  would  require  the 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  on  Eighth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  (but  could  fit 
within  the  existing  street  right  of  way).  With  this  mitigation  measure,  the  intersection 
operations  would  improve  to  LOS  C.  With  these  changes,  the  intersection  would 
continue  to  operate  acceptably  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak 
hours. 

11.  Kennedy /Eighth  (Phase  I  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide 
a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-right  lane  into  a  right-turn  only  lane).  It 
should  be  noted  that  it  would  be  possible  to  create  this  southbound  left-turn  pocket  with 
the  proposed  northbound  left-turn  pocket  at  Fulton  Street  (see  above),  with  each  pocket 
about  100  feet  long.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  operations  at  the  worst  approach  at 
the  intersection  would  improve  to  LOS  E,  and  all  other  approaches  would  operate  at 
LOS  D  or  better.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate 
acceptably.  With  this  change,  the  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably 
during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour. 
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12.  Kennedy /Eighth/Underground  Through  Street  (Phase  II  -  weekday  PM):  Signalize 
intersection.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  C. 
With  this  change,  the  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  Saturday  midday 
peak  hour. 

13.  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East  (Phase  II  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound 
approach  to  provide  a  right-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  through-right  lane  into  a 
through-only  lane)  and  restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket 
(convert  the  existing  through-left  lane  into  a  through-only  lane).  The  provision  of  these 
turn  pockets  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking  along  both  northbound 
and  southbound  King  Drive.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  operations  at  the  worst 
approach  at  the  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E,  but  all  other 
approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably.  With  these  changes,  the  intersection  would  continue 
to  operate  acceptably  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

Intersections  with  Less-than-Significant  Project  Contributions  for  which  Mitigation  Measures 
can  be  Developed 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  improve  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operations 
to  acceptable  conditions.  The  Project  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant 
contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  these  intersections: 


14.  Park  Presidio/Fulton  (Saturday  midday,  Sunday  midday):  Retime  the  intersection  signal 
to  increase  the  cycle  length  (from  85  to  90  seconds)  and  increase  the  proportion  of 
green  time  provided  to  Park  Presidio  Boulevard.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  the 
intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  D  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  peak  hours. 
However,  these  changes  would  not  improve  operations  in  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour 
to  acceptable  conditions.  It  should  be  noted  that  signal  timing  changes  are  not  typically 
considered  mitigation  measures,  as  they  are  anticipated  to  occur  through  DPT's 
continuing  intersection  monitoring  program.  The  signal  at  this  intersection  is 
coordinated  with  the  other  signals  along  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  ensure  traffic  flow 
in  the  northbound  and  southbound  directions.  As  a  result,  a  signal  timing  analysis  may 
need  to  be  performed  for  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  determine  if  the  proposed  signal 
timing  changes  and  increase  in  cycle  length  would  be  feasible. 

15.  Fulton/Stanyan  (weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday):  Restripe  the 
southbound  approach  to  convert  the  right-turn  only  lane  to  a  through-right  lane, 
prohibit  eastbound  and  westbound  left-turns  during  Saturday  and  Sunday  midday 
periods  (similarly  to  what  already  occurs  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  period)  and 
retime  the  signal.1  The  restriping  of  the  southbound  approach  would  require  the 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  along  the  west  side  of  Stanyan  Street  south  of  the 
intersection.  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  left-turn  prohibition  would  be  in  effect 
seven  days  of  the  week  between  7:00  AM  and  7:00  PM.  With  this  measure,  the 
intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  D  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour, 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour. 
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16.      Kennedy /Eighth  (weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left- 
turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-right  lane  into  a  right-turn  only  lane).  It  should 
be  noted  that  it  would  be  possible  to  create  this  southbound  left-turn  pocket  with  the 
proposed  northbound  left-turn  pocket  at  Fulton  Street  (see  above),  with  each  pocket 
about  100  feet  long.  With  this  measure,  operations  at  the  worst  approach  at  the 
intersection  would  improve  to  LOS  E,  and  all  other  approaches  would  operate 
acceptable.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably. 


B.  NOISE 


Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

17.  The  project  contractor  would  use  equipment  and  trucks  with  noise  control  (e.g., 
improved  exhaust  mufflers,  equipment  redesign,  use  of  intake  silencers,  ducts,  engine 
enclosures  and  acoustically  attenuating  shields  or  shrouds)  in  order  to  minimize 
construction  noise  impacts.  Before  project  construction,  all  construction  equipment 
(except  for  impact  tools,  pavement  breakers  and  jackhammers)  will  be  tested  to  ensure 
that  equipment  noise  does  not  exceed  an  average  level  of  80  dBA  at  100  feet. 

18.  The  project  contractor  would  prohibit  truck  and  heavy  equipment  operations  during  the 
nighttime  hours  (5:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  to  minimize  potential  disturbance  of  adjacent 
residents.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  weekend  construction  would  be  necessary;  however, 
there  may  be  special  conditions  that  may  require  occasional  weekend  construction. 
These  conditions  would  require  additional  review  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department. 

19.  The  project  contractor  would  locate  stationary  construction  noise  sources,  such  as 
compressors,  as  far  from  adjacent  residences  as  possible.  If  it  were  necessary  to  locate 
equipment  near  existing  residences,  they  shall  be  enclosed  within  temporary  sheds. 

20.  The  project  contractor  would  use  hydraulically  or  electrically  powered  impact  tools 
(e.g.,  jack  hammers,  pavement  breakers  and  rock  drills)  wherever  possible  to  avoid 
noise  associated  with  compressed  air  exhaust  from  pneumatically  powered  tools. 
However,  where  use  of  pneumatically  powered  tools  is  unavoidable,  an  exhaust  muffler 
on  the  compressed  air  exhaust  shall  be  used;  this  muffler  can  lower  noise  levels  from 
the  exhaust  by  up  to  about  10  dBA.  External  jackets  on  the  tools  themselves  shall  be 
used  where  feasible,  and  this  could  achieve  a  reduction  of  5  dBA. 

21.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  pre-drill  piling 
holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  would 
be  required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices.  If  pile  driving  is  required,  the  project  sponsor  would  also  require 
that  contractors  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  the  least  disturbance  to  neighbors. 
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C.       AIR  QUALITY  /  CLIMATE 


Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

22.      The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  unpaved  areas  of  the  site 
with  water  during  excavation  and  construction  activities  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover 
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stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or 
other  such  material;  sweep  paved  access  roads,  parking  areas,  staging  areas  and 
surrounding  streets  during  excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce 
particulate  emissions;  hydroseed  or  apply  non-toxic  soil  stabilizers  to  inactive 
construction  areas  and  exposed  stockpiles;  limit  traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  to  15 
miles  per  hour;  install  sandbags  or  other  erosion  control  measures  to  prevent  silt  runoff 
to  public  roadways;  replant  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  quickly  as  possible;  install 
wheel  washers  for  all  exiting  trucks  or  wash  off  the  tires  or  tracks  of  all  trucks  and 
equipment  leaving  the  construction  site;  install  windbreaks  at  the  windward  sides  of  the 
construction  areas;  and  suspend  excavation  and  grading  activities  when  wind 
(instantaneous  gusts)  exceeds  25  miles  per  hour. 

23.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor 
would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor(s) 
to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

D.       GEOLOGY / TOPOGRAPHY 

Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

24.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractors  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation 
and  construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  the 
construction  contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and 
monitors  the  adjacent  buildings  including  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the 
geotechnical  engineer. 

25.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the 
soils  report  would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and 
adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of 
the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project 
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sponsor  shall  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 
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If  de watering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

26.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring 
systems  would  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are 
detected. 

E.  WATER  QUALITY 

Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

27.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations 
of  the  geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation 
with  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge 
to  the  combined  sewer  system. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in 
a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary 
by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

28.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

F.  HAZARDS 


Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

29.  In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials 
and  soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  would 
enter  into  a  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health 
pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project 
sponsor  would  undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement. 

a.       Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site. 
It  would  list  current  and  past  uses  of  the  site,  review  environmental  agency 
databases  and  records,  report  site  reconnaissance  observations,  and  summarize 
potential  contamination  issues,  including  any  that  warrant  further  investigation. 
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The  assessment  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or 
similarly  qualified  individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the 
project  site. 

If  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the  Phase  I  study,  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site.  It  would  involve  the 
collection  and  analysis  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  as  directed  by  the  site 
assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would  extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed  for 
excavation.  The  project  sponsor  would  conduct  a  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation  to  assess  the  potential  for  possible  fuel  releases  from  former 
underground  fuel  storage  tanks  and  ancillary  piping  and  dispensers  located  on 
site.  Soil  or  groundwater  samples,  or  both,  would  be  collected  throughout  the 
project  site  as  directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would 
extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed  for  excavation.  This  assessment  would  be 
completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  similarly  qualified 
individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the  project  site. 

If  the  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  assessments  result  in  earth-moving  activity  that 
requires  preparation  of  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan,  in  addition  to  measures 
that  protect  on-site  workers,  the  plan  would  include  measures  to  minimize 
public  exposure  to  contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include  dust 
control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of 
warning  signs,  and  would  apply  from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the 
completion  of  earthwork  construction. 

b.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site,  a  Phase  I 
Environmental  Site  Assessment  would  be  conducted  to  identify  any  potentially 
hazardous  environmental  conditions.  The  Phase  I  and  any  further  investigation 
or  remediation,  if  recommended,  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual. 

c.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure 
would  be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any 
other  agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  soil  and 
groundwater  analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate, 
the  project  sponsor  would  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies 
identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the 
mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The  report  would  describe  the  steps 
taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying 
documentation.  The  report  would  be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental 
Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all  necessary 
mitigation  measures  have  been  implemented. 


d.       All  engineering  and  geological  work  would  be  conducted  in  conformance  with 
applicable  state  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  Business  and  Professions  Code 
sections  6735  and  7835,  and  in  compliance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 
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Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.5  for  generation,  storage,  handling  and 
transportation  of  hazardous  wastes. 


G.      CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

30.      Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  would  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archaeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology. 
The  archaeological  consultant  would  undertake  an  archaeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  would  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
measure.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  prepare  an  archaeological  research 
design  (ARD)  that  would  include  an  historical  context,  an  assessment  of  research 
potential  in  terms  of  research  questions,  and  an  evaluation  of  the  significance  as  an 
historical  resource  (CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c))  of  the  expected 
archaeological  resources.  The  archaeological  consultant's  work  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  ERO.  All  plans  and  reports  to  be 
prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  would  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to 
the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  would  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data 
recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  project  construction 
activities  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO.  the 
suspension  of  project  activities  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a 
suspension  is  necessary  and  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than 
significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archaeological  resource  as  defined  in 
CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archaeological  Testing  Program.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  prepare  and 
submit  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archaeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
archaeological  testing  program  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
ATP.  The  ATP  would  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archaeological 
resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
testing  method  to  be  used,  and  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the 
archaeological  testing  program  would  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence 
or  absence  of  archaeological  resources,  to  identify  any  archaeological  resources  found, 
and  to  evaluate  the  significance  of  any  archaeological  resources  found  as  an  historical 
resource. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeological  consultant 
would  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the 
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archaeological  testing  program  the  archaeological  consultant  finds  that  significant 
archaeological  resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the 
archaeological  consultant  would  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted. 
Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include  additional  archaeological  testing, 
archaeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archaeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the 
ERO  determines  that  a  significant  archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project 
sponsor  either: 

a.  the  proposed  project  would  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on 
the  significant  archaeological  resource;  or 

b.  data  recovery  program  would  be  implemented. 

Archaeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the 
archaeological  consultant  determines  that  an  archaeological  monitoring  program  would 
be  implemented,  the  archaeological  monitoring  program  would  minimally  include  the 
following  provisions: 

•  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant  would  determine 
what  project  activities  shall  be  archaeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any 
soils-disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation, 
grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles  (foundation, 
shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  would  require  archaeological  monitoring 
because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and 
to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archaeological  consultant  would  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s).  of  how  to  identify 
the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s).  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the 
event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archaeological  resource; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor(s)  would  be  present  on  the  project  site  until  the 
ERO  has.  in  consultation  with  project  archaeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archaeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor  would  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil 
samples  and  artifactual/ecof actual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archaeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  would  cease.  The  archaeological  monitor  would  be 
empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construc- 
tion  activities  and  equipment  until  the  resource  is  evaluated.  If  in  the  case  of 
pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.).  the  archaeological  monitor  has 
cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archaeological 
resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  would  be  terminated  until  an  appropriate 
evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the  ERO.  The 
archaeological  consultant  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the  encountered 
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archaeological  deposit.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  make  a  reasonable 
effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the  encountered 
archaeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archaeological  resources  were  encountered,  the 
archaeological  consultant  would  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the 
monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archaeological  data  recovery  program 
would  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  would  meet  and  consult  on  the 
scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archaeological 
consultant  would  submit  the  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  would  identify 
how  the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archaeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what 
data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes 
would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be 
limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  would  not  be  applied  to  portions 
of  the  archaeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  would  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archaeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archaeological  resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally 
damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation 
of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of 
appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the 
curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during 
any  soils  disturbing  activity  would  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws. 
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This  would  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains 
are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  would  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD) 
(Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and 
MLD  would  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of, 
with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into 
consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  evaluating  the 
historical  importance  of  the  archaeological  resource  and  describing  the  archaeological 
and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archaeological  testing/monitoring/data 
recovery  program(s).  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archaeological  resource 
would  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  would  be  distributed  as  follows:  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (number  of  copies  as  required  by  SFRA); 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (1  copy)  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (1  copy).  The  Major 
Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  would  receive  three 
copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR 
523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest 
in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final 
report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

31.      Historic  Resources 


Impacts  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell  resulting  from  Phase  II  reduce  by  observing  all  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  The  location  and  siting  of 
the  Kennedy  Drive  vehicular  ramp  could  be  reconsidered  with  a  greater  effort  to  retain 
and  preserve  the  historic  features  and  character  of  the  historic  resource.  Design 
considerations  should  maintain  the  exclusive  pedestrian  character  of  the  Rhododendron 
Dell.  A  landscape  plan  should  coordinate  efforts  to  rehabilitate  Park  vegetation 
damaged  by  the  construction  and  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 
The  landscape  plan  would  be  based  on  records  of  past  and  current  conditions  in  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  including  photographic  documentation  prior  to  any  new 
construction.  Measures  should  also  be  taken  to  protect  existing  planting  beds  and 
ornamental  trees.  This  measure  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  a  significant  adverse 
impact  to  historic  resources  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

32.      Prior  to  any  removal  or  demolition  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  Phase  I 

Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  GGPCA  shall  prepare  photographic  documentation 
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of  the  existing  Music  Concourse.  Copies  of  the  photographic  documentation  and  would 
be  submitted  to  the  following  repositories:  The  History  Room  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library. 

)         33.      The  Concourse  Authority  shall  work  cooperatively  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 

Commission  to  actively  preserve  and  protect,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  existing 
mature  elm  trees,  sycamore  trees,  and  any  other  significant  trees  currently  existing  in 
the  Concourse  Bowl. 
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ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  entail  no  changes  in  Golden  Gate  Park;  Proposition  J 
projects  would  not  be  implemented.  The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the 
Underground  Through  Street  would  not  be  built.  Monuments,  architectural  features,  and 
landscaping  on  the  project  site  would  not  be  altered  or  relocated.  Middle  Drive  East,  John  F. 
Kennedy  Drive,  Academy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  Tenth  Avenue,  Eighth  Avenue  and 
Fulton  Street  would  not  be  altered.  The  Music  Concourse  would  continue  to  be  used  for 
surface  parking,  open  space,  seating,  and  pedestrian  pathways.  Approximately  three  acres 
would  be  returned  to  a  pedestrian  oasis.  However,  some  traffic  and  surface  improvements 
examined  and  approved  under  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  would  still  occur  on  the  site. 

If  the  No-Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  would  occur.    The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would 
be  generally  as  described  in  the  environmental  setting  sections  of  Chapter  III. 

ALTERNATIVE  B:  PHASE  I  ONLY 

This  alternative  would  provide  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  only,  consistent  with  Phase  I 
of  the  proposed  project.  All  of  the  project  elements  would  be  consistent  with  Phase  I  of  the 
project  described  in  Chapter  II  of  the  EIR.  All  of  the  alternatives  that  include  Phase  I  of  the 
proposed  project  would  also  consider  the  variant  to  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  described 
in  Chapter  II  of  the  EIR.  Therefore,  these  alternatives  would  result  in  similar  impacts  to  those 
associated  with  the  variant  in  Chapter  III  of  this  EIR. 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  on  air  quality,  noise,  visual  quality, 
transportation,  land  use.  and  historic  resources  as  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project  including 
adverse  effects  on  the  Music  Concourse  as  an  historic  resource,  if  the  variant  removing  the 
southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  were  implemented.  This  alternative  would  avoid  impacts  to  the 
historic  character  of  Rhododendron  Dell  because  the  project  would  no  longer  involve 
development  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy 
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Drive,  which  would  result  in  disturbance  of  certain  portions  of  the  windbreak  protecting  the 
Dell.  Transportation  effects  and  mitigation  would  be  similar  to  Phase  I  with  the  project. 
Cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  project. 

ALTERNATIVE  C:  PHASE  I  ONLY,  WITH  MUNI  AND  EMERGENCY  VEHICLE 
ACCESS 

This  alternative  would  provide  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  only,  consistent  with  Phase  I 
of  the  proposed  project.  With  this  alternative,  however,  through  access  would  be  eliminated 
between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse,  with  the  exception  of  access  for  MUNI  and 
emergency  vehicles.  The  connection  between  King  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  roadways 
(Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive)  would  be  restricted  solely  to  Muni  and  emergency 
vehicles.  Vehicular  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  for  pick-up  and  drop-off,  buses 
and  taxis  would  be  restricted  to  a  one-way  loop,  with  Academy  Drive  (northbound)  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  (southbound)  connecting  to  King  Drive. 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  on  air  quality,  noise,  visual  quality,  land  use, 
and  historic  resources  as  associated  with  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative 
would  eliminate  historic  resource  impacts  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell  because  the  project  would 
no  longer  involve  development  of  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  and  ramp  at 
Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive. 

With  Alternative  C,  the  unsignalized  intersection  of  Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East  would 
operate  at  LOS  F  in  the  weekday  PM.  In  the  weekday  PM,  the  unsignalized  intersection  of 
King/Middle  Drive  East  would  operate  at  LOS  E/F.  Mitigation  measures  are  identified  in 
Chapter  VI  that  would  reduce  those  intersections  conditions  to  acceptable  levels.  Cumulative 
impacts  would  be  similar  to  these  with  the  proposed  project. 

ALTERNATIVE  D:  RAMP  UNDER  KENNEDY  DRIVE  TO  UNDERGROUND 
THROUGH  STREET 

Alternative  D  would  include  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street.  The  through  roadway  would  include  a  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue, 
with  a  grade-separation  under  Kennedy  Drive,  continuing  as  an  underground  street  to  a  Middle 
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Drive  East  ramp.  The  Underground  Through  Street  would  not  connect  to  the  parking  facility. 
The  Kennedy  Drive  grade  separation  would  require  narrowing  of  Kennedy  Drive,  and  possibly 
realigning  it  to  the  south,  to  provide  adequate  grades  for  the  Eighth  Avenue  entry.  This 
alternative  would  change  circulation  conditions  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive  and  may 
displace  park  landscaping  and  existing  monuments  east  of  the  Concourse.  This  alternative 
would  remove  all  access  between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Kennedy  Drive.  An  alternate  route 
for  MUNI,  which  currently  enters  the  Concourse  from  Eighth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street,  would 
be  required;  the  alternate  route  is  not  known  at  this  time. 

Impacts  on  historical  resources  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  under  the  proposed  Phase  I  and 
Phase  II;  the  historic  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  would  still  be  diminished  by  Phase  II. 
Impacts  on  visual  resources  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  the 
Eighth  Avenue  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street,  which  would  now  be  located  north 
of  Kennedy  Drive,  altering  the  view  entering  the  Park.  However,  in  the  context  of  the  larger 
Park  area,  this  change  would  not  be  likely  to  degrade  overall  visual  quality  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  views. 

Alternative  D  would  have  significant  impacts  to  intersection  conditions  at  the  Fulton/Stanyan, 
King/Crossover  and  King/Middle  Drive  East  intersections  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour 
and  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour.  Mitigation  Measures  identified  in  Chapter  VI 
would  improve  conditions  to  acceptable  levels.  The  adverse  LOS  at  King  Drive/Crossover 
Drive  could  not  be  avoided;  this  would  be  a  significant  impact  of  this  alternative.  In  addition, 
the  closure  of  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  to 
all  traffic  would  require  rerouting  of  the  MUNI  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  to  other  roadways 
within  the  Park,  or  possibly  the  Underground  Through  Street.  Air  quality  and  noise  impacts 
of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  significant. 

ALTERNATIVE  E:  SURFACE  THROUGH  STREET 

This  alternative  would  include  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  new  surface 
access  from  Eighth  Avenue  to  the  Concourse  area.  The  new  surface  through  street  to  Middle 
Drive  East  would  include  a  roundabout  at  the  site  of  existing  surface  roadways.  The 
roundabout,  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  would  include  MUNI,  bus,  and  other  vehicle 
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passenger  loading  and  unloading.  The  through  street  would  continue  to  Middle  Drive  East 
adjacent  to  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  In  addition,  the  connection  between  Kennedy 
Drive  and  Academy  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  eliminated,  and  Academy  Drive  and 
Tea  Garden  Drives  would  be  converted  into  cul-de-sacs.  Alternative  E  assumes  a  four-way 
stop  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue  and  would  not  require  narrowing  or  re-alignment  of 
Kennedy  Drive.  Access  to  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  would  be  from  King  Drive. 
Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  would  be  two-way  and  would  provide  emergency  and  ADA 
access  only  to  the  institutions. 

The  introduction  of  a  new  circulation  feature  and  pattern  in  the  Music  Concourse  would  alter 
spatial  relationships  and  circulation  patterns  important  to  defining  the  character  of  the  Music 
Concourse  and  may  threaten  its  potential  eligibility  for  the  California  Register.  Visual  impacts 
would  also  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  the  Eighth  Avenue  and 
Middle  Drive  East  entry  ramps,  which  would  be  eliminated  along  with  associated  visual 
impacts. 

Alternative  E  conditions  would  have  significant  impacts  at  the  intersection  operating  conditions 
at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy/Eighth  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Mitigation 
Measures  are  identified  in  Chapter  VI  that  would  improve  conditions  to  acceptable  levels. 
Noise  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

ALTERNATIVE  F:  TRAFFIC  LOOP 

Alternative  F  would  include  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  as  with  Phase  I  of  the  proposed 
project.  Alternative  F  would  also  include  a  new  vehicular  tunnel,  traffic  loop,  and  entrance 
for  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  proposed  connection  would  begin  at  the 
Eighth  Avenue  entry  and  descend  under  Kennedy  Drive.  The  road  would  emerge  from  under 
Kennedy  Drive  near  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and  then  form  a  traffic 
loop  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  narrowed  and  re- 
aligned to  allow  for  the  grade  separation.  This  alternative  would  not  include  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street  to  Middle  Drive  East. 
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Impacts  on  historic  resources  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  proposed  Phase  II,  including 
adverse  impacts  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Impacts  on  visual  resources  would  be  similar  to 
Phase  II  proposed  project,  with  the  exception  of  the  Eighth  Avenue  ramp  to  the  Underground 
Through  Street,  which  would  be  north  of  Kennedy  Drive,  altering  the  view  entering  the  Park. 
However,  in  the  context  of  the  overall  Park,  this  change  would  not  degrade  visual  quality  or 
obstruct  any  scenic  views.  Air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Alternative  F  conditions  would  not  have  any  significant  impacts  to  intersection  operating 
conditions  during  the  weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours.  Eighth 
Avenue  would  remain  open  to  vehicles  during  Sunday  road  closure  conditions,  and  the  need 
for  traffic  control  officers  and  gates  at  the  entrance  to  the  Park  would  be  eliminated.  This 
alternative  would  not  have  a  considerable  contribution  to  significant  cumulative  traffic 
impacts. 

OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

In  2001,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  engaged  in  a  conceptual  design  study, 
including  public  outreach  and  review  of  a  series  of  alternatives  for  potential  Underground 
Parking  Facility  configurations,  surface  circulation  changes,  and  Underground  Through  Street 
routes  to  meet  various  project  objectives  and  public  input.  This  process  resulted  in  the  May 
2001  Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Underground  Parking  Facility.2  The  Authority  board  reviewed  that  study,  as  well  as  public 
comments.  The  following  alternatives  presented  below  were  described  in  that  study,  but  were 
dropped  from  further  consideration. 

Underground  Parking  Facility  (May  2001  Alternative  4)  would  add  one  level  beneath  the 
existing  paved  area  north  of  the  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  considered,  but  rejected 
primarily  because  it  would  add  costs,  interfere  with  circulation  in  the  Concourse  area,  and 
cause  construction  and  schedule  delays  to  the  adjacent  New  de Young  Museum. 

Underground  Parking  Facility  alternative  (May  2001  Alternative  5)  would  locate  the 
underground  parking  in  sections  adjacent  to  the  museums  and  in  the  area  west  of  the 
Bandshell.  Each  parking  facility  would  include  two  levels  of  parking.  This  alternative  was 
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also  rejected  due  to  factors  of  cost,  construction  schedules  and  circulation.  In  addition,  this 
alternative  would  require  excavation  and  replacement  of  the  area  behind  the  Bandshell  as  well 
as  removal  and  replacement  of  trees  that  provide  wind  break  protection  for  the  Music 


May  2001  Alternative  6  would  include  a  two-level  parking  facility  that  would  wrap  around  the 
de Young  Museum  and  extend  under  Kennedy  Drive,  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  Concourse. 
This  alternative  was  considered,  but  rejected  due  to  potential  circulation  problems,  the  need  to 
relocate  utilities,  added  construction  costs  as  well  as  schedule  and  coordination  conflicts  with 
the  New  de  Young  Museum,  and  the  inconvenience  of  location  for  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  visitors.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  impact  trees  in  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden 
and  along  Kennedy  Drive  and  require  the  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under 
Kennedy  Drive. 

May  2001  Alternative  7  would  locate  the  parking  all  on  one  level,  on  all  four  sides  of  the 
Music  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  rejected  because  it  would  displace  the  pedestrian 
tunnels,  cause  cost  and  schedule  challenges  for  construction,  and  could  also  cause  circulation 
problems.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  require  excavation  and  replacement  of  the  area 
west  of  the  Bandshell  as  well  as  removal  and  replacement  of  trees  that  provide  wind  break 
protection  for  the  Music  Concourse. 


E.  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 


Preparation  of  the  EIR  identified  the  following  areas  of  controversy  or  unresolved  issues 
regarding  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  projects: 


Resolution  of  approach  to  vehicle  and  pedestrian  circulation  changes  in  the  Concourse 


Concourse. 


Project  effects  on  parking  conditions  in  the  Park  and  vicinity; 


Project  effects  on  circulation  conditions  in  the  Park  and  vicinity;  and 


roadways. 


Project  effects  on  historic  character  of  the  Rhododendren  Dell. 
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NOTES  —  Summary 

1  It  should  be  noted  that  these  changes  have  been  discussed  with  DPT,  and  their  preliminary  assessment  has 
found  them  to  be  feasible. 

2  Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Underground  Parking 
Garage,  May  25,  2001,  prepared  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  by  Gordon  H.  Chong  and 
Partners. 
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A.  PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

In  1998,  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  J,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization 
Act,  to  improve  the  landscape  and  pedestrian  environment  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  to  construct  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  in  or  about  the  Concourse 
area  with  dedicated  access  routes  from  outside  the  Park.  The  proposed  project  would  include 
an  Underground  Parking  Facility  at  the  Music  Concourse,  surface  improvements,  and 
transportation  improvements  in  the  Concourse  area  and  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park,  as 
described  in  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  requires  removal  of  surface  parking  spaces  from  the 
Concourse  area,  and  in  locations  throughout  the  Park,  equivalent  to  the  number  of  spaces 
provided  in  the  new  Underground  Parking  Facility,  upon  completion  of  the  Facility. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse  projects  encompass  the  development  and 
implementation  of  improvements  designated  in  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  authorized  and 
directed  the  creation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA),  a  non-profit 
public  benefit  corporation,  to  enact  the  ordinance  to  "(1)  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music 
Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  situated  between  the  de Young  Museum  and  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  (the  'Concourse')  and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles 
in  the  Park  while  still  providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  for 
visitors  to  the  Park,  including  its  cultural  institutions." 

To  accomplish  its  objective  and  complete  its  mission,  the  Authority  is  authorized  and 
empowered  by  Proposition  J  to  complete  three  major  elements: 

1.  Design,  construct,  and  operate  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  of  not  less  than  800 
spaces  nor  more  than  1000  spaces  located  within  or  near  the  Music  Concourse,  with  a 
dedicated  entrance  and  exit  situated  outside  the  Park; 

2.  Design  and  implement  improvements  of  the  Concourse  to  enhance  its  natural  and 
scenic  landscape;  and 

3.  Design  and  implement  traffic,  transit,  and  infrastructure  plans,  programs,  policies, 
goals,  and  improvements  relating  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the 
Park  necessary  or  appropriate  to  facilitate  a  park  that  is  accessible  to  all  of  the  public. 
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Proposition  J  states  that  Golden  Gate  Park  is  the  cultural,  recreational,  and  environmental 
heart  of  San  Francisco  and  is  a  world-renowned  resource  for  the  residents  of  San  Francisco 
and  international  residents  alike.  However,  over  the  years,  neglect,  age,  natural  disasters  and 
overuse  have  taken  their  toll  on  this  great  public  space.  Proposition  J  further  states,  "it  is  the 
policy  of  the  People  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  revitalize  this  irreplaceable 
resource  and  ensure  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  public  treasure...." 

Proposition  J  also  states  that  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park  centers  around  a  public  park  that 
is  scenically  beautiful,  environmentally  sensitive  and  culturally  diverse.  The  Park  includes 
thriving  institutions,  particularly  the  M.H.  de Young  Memorial  Museum  (currently  being 
reconstructed)  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  Park's  future  also  includes  the 
need  to  ensure  that  it  is  accessible  by  all  forms  of  transportation.  It  is  essential  to  the  Park's 
future  and  to  the  City's  cultural  and  recreational  health  that  residents  and  visitors  alike  are  able 
to  use  and  enjoy  the  institutions  and  natural  settings  of  the  Park. 

Section  8  of  Proposition  J  calls  for  the  development  and  completion  of  a  feasibility  study  and 
implementation  plan  to  include:  "an  intra-Park  shuttle  system  for  all  attractions  within  Golden 
Gate  Park;  access  to  the  Park  road  system  from  the  northern  side  of  the  Park;  traffic  'calming' 
measures  to  mitigate  'highway '-type  traffic  patterns,  including,  without  limitation, 
consideration  of  cul-de-sacs  and  other  roadway  improvements;  time-limited  parking  throughout 
the  Park  on  weekdays  to  discourage  non-Park  commuter  use;  a  'cultural  shuttle'  carrying 
visitors  from  major  downtown  and  transit  locations  to  and  from  the  Park;  bicycle  and  skating 
lanes  and  paths  within  the  Park;  road  closures  within  the  Park  in  accordance  with  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (adopted  pursuant  to  Section  10  of  this  ordinance  [Proposition  J]); 
expanded  use  of  the  nearby  hospital  garages  via  shuttle  for  overflow  use;  Municipal  Railway 
(MUNI)  service  improvements;  and  traffic,  roadway,  landscaping,  and  other  infrastructure 
improvements  to  facilitate  transition  to  a  Golden  Gate  Park  where  the  automobile  is 
increasingly  less  visible."  The  "Transportation  Implementation  Plan"  (TIP)  to  be 
implemented  in  Golden  Gate  Park  under  Proposition  J  in  conjunction  with  the  construction  of 
an  800-  to  1,000-space  parking  facility,  as  described  below,  was  completed  in  September 
2001. 
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Thus,  in  addition  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  GGPCA  projects  include  the 
following  elements: 

•  Intra-Park  Shuttle 

•  Cultural  Shuttle 

•  Traffic  Calming 

•  Parking  Management 

•  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements 

•  Road  Closures 

•  MUNI  Service  Improvements 

As  described  below,  some  elements  of  the  TIP  were  examined  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft 
Master  Plan  EIR  and  approved  under  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  do  not  require 
further  environmental  review  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects.1 

As  described  below,  the  GGPCA  projects  include  several  phases  or  elements.  Phase  I  would 
be  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  associated  Concourse  surface  improvements;  Phase 
II  would  be  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Kennedy  Drive  near  Eighth  Avenue  to 
Middle  Drive  East;  Phase  II  is  currently  an  unfunded  public  enhancement  to  the  GGPCA 
projects.  The  project  also  includes  implementation  of  transportation  improvements  called  for 
in  Section  8  of  Proposition  J.  The  EIR  analyses  potential  impacts  of  the  projects  for  each  of 
those  phases  or  elements,  as  appropriate. 

B.  PROJECT  LOCATION 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  would  include  improvements  throughout 
Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Park  is  about  three-and-a-half  miles  long  and  one-half  mile  wide  and 
is  bounded  on  the  west  by  The  Great  Highway  along  Ocean  Beach;  on  the  north  by  Fulton 
Street  and  the  Richmond  District;  on  the  east  by  Stanyan  Street  and  the  Haight-Ashbury 
District;  and  on  the  south  by  Lincoln  Way  and  the  Sunset  District.  Lot  1  of  Assessor's  Block 
1700  includes  all  of  the  approximately  1,017-acre  park  (see  Figure  1).  Golden  Gate  Park  is  a 
nationally  renowned  recreational  area  that  includes  gardens,  fields  and  meadows,  forests, 
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ponds  and  lakes,  monuments  and  buildings,  recreational  facilities,  nearly  fifteen  miles  of 
vehicular  roadways,  several  parking  lots,  and  many  paths  and  paved  areas. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  constructed  beneath  existing  surface  paved 
parking  and  roadway  areas  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  beneath  Tea 
Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  (see  Figures  2  and  3).  Roadways  serving  the  Concourse 
area  include  Middle  Drive  East  to  the  southeast,  King  Drive  to  the  southwest,  and  Kennedy 
Drive  to  the  north.  Currently,  the  Concourse  area  includes  approximately  200  surface  parking 
spaces.  The  Music  Concourse  also  includes  open  space  characterized  by  regularly  spaced 
trees,  seating,  paved  pedestrian  pathways,  fountains,  and  other  landscape  features  in  the 
Concourse  "bowl"  (approximately  10  feet  below  the  grade  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy 
Drive)  in  a  formal,  symmetrical  plan.  (The  Music  Concourse  is  oriented  in  a  southwest- 
northeast  direction.  However,  this  EIR  uses  a  north-south,  east-west  convention  to  describe 
features  at  or  near  the  Concourse).  The  New  de Young  Museum  (under  construction)  and  the 
Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  are  immediately  north  and  northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse, 
respectively.  The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (Band  Shell)  is  at  the  west  end  of  the  Music 
Concourse.  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  south  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The 
Shakespeare  Garden  is  southwest  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  Forest  areas  of  cypress,  pine 
and  eucalyptus  trees  surround  the  Music  Concourse  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl, 
northeast  of  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  north  of  the  de  Young  Museum,  and  west  and  east  of  the 
Academy  of  Sciences.  These  wooded  areas  and  other  landscape  elements,  such  as  the 
Rhododendron  Dell  and  plantings  behind  the  de  Young  Museum,  the  Academy  of  Sciences  and 
the  Band  Shell,  seclude  the  Music  Concourse  and  institutions  from  other  areas  of  the  Park. 
Three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels,  near  the  northeast,  southeast  and  southwest  corners  of  the 
Music  Concourse  Bowl,  extend  under  the  surface  roadways,  Tea  Garden  and  Academy 
Drives,  and  connect  to  paved  pathways  outside  the  Concourse  area. 
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The  Park  is  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district,  and  within  an  OS  (Open  Space)  Height 
and  Bulk  district.  Permitted  uses  in  a  P  zoning  district  include  public  structures  of  the  City 
and  other  governmental  agencies  when  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan, 
and  approvals  for  various  aspects  of  the  projects  may  be  required  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Zoning 
Administrator.  There  are  no  specific  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the  OS  Height  and  Bulk 
District.  Height  and  bulk  of  buildings  and  structures  are  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

FEBRUARY  2002  SCHEMATIC  PLAN 

In  February  2002,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  board  approved  proceeding  with 
a  Schematic  Plan  that  included  a  separate  underground  parking  area  (transit  center)  for  tour 
buses  and  school  buses,  which  currently  park  behind  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  along 
Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives.  The  proposed  bus  parking  area  would  be  beneath  the  area 
to  the  east  of  the  Concourse  and  would  be  accessible  from  either  Tenth  Avenue  or  Middle 
Drive  East  and  would  accommodate  approximately  18  buses.  The  February  2002  Schematic 
Plan  also  included  an  Underground  Through  Street  and  the  Middle  Drive  East  ramp  between 
Tenth  Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East.  The  Tenth  Avenue  ramp  at  Fulton  Street  would  serve 
the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  bus  parking  area,  and  the  through  traffic.  In  August 
2002,  this  Schematic  Plan  was  revised  to  comprise  the  project  description  analyzed  in  this 
EIR:  The  bus  parking  area  was  dropped  from  further  consideration  because  of  the  limited 
number  of  buses  that  could  be  accommodated,  and  circulation  constraints  among  buses,  access 
to  the  vehicle  parking,  and  through  traffic  in  the  underground  tunnel.  The  February  2002  plan 
was  also  re-considered  to  separate  parking  access  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  from 
potential  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  traffic,  now  proposed  to  be  from  Kennedy 
Drive  at  Eighth  Avenue,  as  described  below. 
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GGPCA  planning  efforts  and  public  outreach  have  continued;  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  this 
EIR  reflect  a  range  of  Concourse  surface  access  and  circulation  options  identified  in  this 
planning  process. 

PHASE  I  -  MUSIC  CONCOURSE  UNDERGROUND  PARKING  FACILITY 

The  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  as  proposed,  would  accommodate  about  800  cars, 
configured  in  two,  two-level  structures:  one  beneath  Tea  Garden  Drive  between  the  New 
de Young  Museum  and  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  second  beneath  Academy  Drive  between 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Music  Concourse  (see  Figures  4  and  5).  The  two 
structures  would  be  connected  by  an  underground  vehicle  tunnel  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl.  A  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  beginning  outside  the  Park, 
would  provide  an  entrance  and  exit  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  An  entrance  and 
exit  would  be  constructed  to  ramp  down  from  Academy  Drive  west  of  the  Academy  of 
Sciences.  The  total  footprint  of  the  parking  facility  would  be  approximately  166,000  square 
feet  (sq.  ft.).  Each  of  the  parking  structures  would  be  approximately  113  feet  wide;  the 
northern  portion,  near  the  de  Young  Museum,  would  be  approximately  602  feet  long  and  the 
southern  portion,  near  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  would  be  approximately  620  feet  long.  The 
northern  portion  would  accommodate  approximately  390  spaces,  including  about  16  ADA 
accessible  spaces.  Approximately  410  parking  spaces,  including  about  18  ADA  accessible 
spaces,  would  be  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  parking  facility.  A  total  of  33  bicycle  parking 
spaces  would  be  provided  on  the  upper  levels  of  each  portion  adjacent  to  pedestrian  access 
points.  The  project  would  include  the  reconstruction  and  restoration  of  the  two  easterly 
pedestrian  tunnels  and  portals  in  their  current  location  to  meet  current  structural  codes  (see 
Figure  5);  circulation  through  the  pedestrian  tunnel  would  remain  independent.  The  parking 
vehicle  tunnels  would  pass  below  the  pedestrian  tunnels  (see  Figure  5).  The  existing 
southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  beneath  Academy  Drive  would  be  reconstructed  with  restored 
portals,  with  pedestrian  circulation  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility.  This 
reconstructed  tunnel  would  include  doorways  in  the  tunnels,  to  shield  views  and  noise  from  the 
garage.  A  grade  change  between  this  tunnel  entrance  and  the  parking  facility  would  include 
steps  and  ramps. 
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GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
FIGURE  4:  PROPOSED  PROJECT  SITE  PLAN  WITH  PHASE  II 
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SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 


GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
FIGURE  5:  UPPER  LEVEL  PARKING  PLAN  WITH  PHASE  I 
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II.  Project  Description 

The  GGPCA  is  also  considering  a  variant  to  close  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a  pedestrian  route. 
The  variant  would  replace  the  pedestrian  tunnel  with  a  new  walkway  at  the  surface  above  the 
parking  facility.  The  north  tunnel  portal  at  the  Concourse  Bowl  would  be  replaced  in  its 
current  location  after  construction  of  the  parking  facility.  The  portal  would  remain  as  an 
architectural  feature  in  the  Concourse  Bowl  but  there  would  no  longer  be  a  pedestrian  opening. 
The  south  portal  would  be  removed  and  the  existing  depressed  walkway  that  currently  slopes 
down  into  the  tunnel  would  be  filled.  A  new  walkway  at  the  surface  would  be  routed  above 
the  line  of  the  existing  tunnel  and  would  connect  across  Academy  Drive  to  the  west  end  of  the 
new  pedestrian  ramp  leading  down  into  the  Concourse  Bowl.  The  variant  would  maintain  the 
pedestrian  route  from  the  Shakespeare  Garden  south  of  the  Concourse  into  the  Bowl.  This 
EIR  analyzes  environmental  effects  of  both  approaches  to  changes  in  the  southwest  pedestrian 
tunnel. 

Pedestrian  circulation  in  the  parking  facility  would  include  walkways  and  ramps  connecting  the 
upper  parking  level  with  the  lower  Concourse  level  or  bowl  (see  Figures  4  through  9);  those 
walkways  would  enter  the  Concourse  Bowl  from  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  and  from  two 
new  entrances  near  the  midpoint  of  the  Concourse  Bowl  west  of  the  existing  stairways  at  the 
north  and  south  sides  of  the  Concourse  Bowl.  These  entries  would  be  provided  with  doors  to 
limit  views  into  the  garage  and  sound  from  the  garage.  Circulation  within  the  parking  facility 
would  include  stairs  and  elevators  connecting  the  lower  and  upper  parking  levels,  and 
emergency  stairways  that  would  provide  access  to  the  upper  Concourse  level.  New  ADA 
accessible  ramps  and  existing  stairs  would  connect  the  Bowl  to  the  upper  Concourse  level. 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  provide  parking  for  tour  buses  and 
school  buses;  buses  would  continue  to  park  behind  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  with 
passenger  loading  along  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  similar  to  current  bus  parking  and 
loading  operations. 
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SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 


GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
FIGURE  6:  LOWER  LEVEL  PARKING  PLAN  WITH  PHASE  I 
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II.  Project  Description 


The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  six  street- 
level  air  intake  grills  and  two  ventilation  shafts  around  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The 
ventilation  shafts  would  be  up  to  14  feet  in  diameter  and  approximately  10  feet  high.  The 
ventilation  shafts  would  be  constructed  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  within  the  existing  tree 
line  south  of  the  intersection  of  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy  Drives,  and  east  of  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences.  The  ventilation  shafts  would  be  steel  construction  and  painted  green. 
The  shafts  would  be  enclosed  on  all  sides  with  wire  mesh  upon  which  vines  would  grow. 
Shrubbery  and  trees  would  also  be  planted  around  the  structures.  The  locations  of  air  intake 
grills  and  ventilation  shafts  are  identified  on  Figure  3. 

PHASE  II  -  UNDERGROUND  THROUGH  STREET 

With  the  intent  to  reduce  traffic  in  the  Concourse  area,  the  Sierra  Club  San  Francisco  Group, 
has  proposed  an  Underground  Through  Street  connecting  Fulton  Street  to  Middle  Drive  East, 
which  would  allow  for  through  traffic  to  be  restricted  or  eliminated  from  Tea  Garden  Drive 
and  Academy  Drive.  The  proposed  Underground  Through  Street  would  ramp  down  at  Eighth 
Avenue  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  would  extend  beneath  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  and 
alongside  the  east  side  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  where  it  would  ramp  up  to 
Middle  Drive  East  (see  Figures  10  and  11).  The  Underground  Through  Street  would  be 
posted  with  a  15  mph  speed  limit.  This  underground  street  would  not  provide  access  into  the 
parking  and  would  be  intended  to  reduce  cross-park  vehicular  traffic  through  the  Music 
Concourse.  Bicyclists  and  pedestrians  would  not  be  permitted  in  the  Underground  Through 
Street.  Phase  II  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  enhancement  to  the  project. 

TIP  ELEMENTS 

Intra-Park  Shuttle 

The  GGPCA  introduced  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  as  a  three-month  pilot  program  to  provide  free 
transportation  to  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park  on  Saturdays,  Sundays  and  holidays.  Phase  1  of 
the  pilot  program  ran  from  August  18  to  October  28,  2001,  to  allow  the  GGPCA  to  evaluate 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program  through  rider  surveys.  Approximately  5,200  persons  used  the 
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shuttle  during  Phase  1  of  the  pilot  program.  The  information  gathered  from  the  surveys  was 
integrated  into  a  final  recommendation  presented  to  the  City  at  the  end  of  the  2001  pilot 
program,  on  November  7,  2001,  with  recommendations  for  the  2002  pilot  program. 
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B:  LATITUDINAL  SECTION 


50 


SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 


 GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS  

FIGURE  10:  SECTION  OF  UNDERGROUND  THROUGH  STREET  WITH  PHASE  II 


18 


FEET 


SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 

 GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS  

FIGURE  1 1 :  PROPOSED  THROUGH  STREET  AT  KENNEDY  DRIVE  WITH  PHASE  II 
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II.  Project  Description 


Phase  1  of  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  service  used  small  buses  with  the  capacity  to  carry  up  to 
approximately  30  passengers  in  August  and  September  of  2001  and  used  motorized  cable  car 
vehicles,  which  were  easily  distinguishable  from  tour  buses,  in  October  2001.  The  shuttle  was 
operated  at  20-minute  intervals  on  weekends  and  holidays  from  10:00  am  to  6:00  pm  and 
was  free  of  charge  to  passengers.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  served  21  stop  locations  including 
Sharon  Meadow,  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  Stow  Lake,  the  Rose  Garden,  the  Beach  Chalet,  and  the  Strybing 
Arboretum.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  route  served  MUNI  connections  on  Lincoln  Way,  between 
Fourth  and  Fifth  Avenues.  Shuttle  service  also  included  connections  to  the  UCSF  Garage  at 
Second  Avenue  and  Irving  Street  (to  connect  with  the  N-Judah  lines);  at  19th  Avenue  and 
Lincoln  Way  (to  connect  with  the  16X-Noriega,  28- 19th  Avenue,  29-Sunset,  and  71- 
Haight/Noriega);  at  36th  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  (to  connect  with  the  5-Fulton);  at  48th 
Avenue  and  Lincoln  Way  (to  connect  with  the  N-Judah  and  the  18-46th  Avenue);  and  at  Ninth 
Avenue  and  Lincoln  Way  (to  connect  to  the  16X-Noriega,  44-O'Shaughnessy,  and  the 
71-Haight/Noriega). 

The  2002  pilot  program  (Phase  2),  which  operated  from  May  through  October  2002,  was 
intended  to  increase  ridership  and  visibility  and  to  identify  further  service  improvements. 
Phase  2  served  the  21  stop  locations  (and  MUNI  connections)  with  ADA  accessible  mid-sized 
buses  and  extended  the  route  to  Stanyan  Street  near  Haight  Street  to  connect  with  the 
6-Parnassus,  33-Stanyan,  43-Masonic,  and  71-Haight/Noriega  MUNI  bus  lines.  The  2002 
pilot  program  carried  an  average  of  50  passengers  per  day  and  1,045  on  peak  days.  The  Intra- 
Park  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  GGPCA  projects  and  was  addressed  but  was  not  analyzed  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  As  a  pilot  program,  the  2001-2002  Intra-Park  Shuttle  was 
found  to  be  exempt  from  environmental  review  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA).  The  GGPCA  is  proposing  a  permanent  shuttle  as  part  of  the  TIP  program; 
effects  of  a  permanent  shuttle  are  addressed  in  this  EIR. 
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Cultural  Shuttle 

Based  on  the  determination  of  a  feasibility  study  and  the  TIP,  the  proposed  Cultural  Shuttle 
route  would  operate  two-way  at  15-minute  intervals  on  weekends  and  holidays  and  would 
provide  connections  to  Golden  Gate  Park  from  the  following  potential  transit  hubs:  Caltrain, 
Ferry  Building,  BART/ 16th  Street  Station,  F-Line  at  Market,  Transbay  Terminal,  and 
N-Judah  at  Ninth.  Other  potential  connecting  points  include  The  Presidio,  Marin  Green, 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  North  Beach,  Chinatown,  Market  Street, 
Embarcadero,  and  PacBell  Park.  The  shuttle  would  use  zero-emission  vehicles  with 
approximately  20-  to  35-passenger  capacity.  Preliminary  routes,  stops,  and 
operating/maintenance  planning  is  currently  underway.  The  Cultural  Shuttle  is  part  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects  and  was  not  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  GGPCA 
studies  for  the  Cultural  Shuttle  are  at  preliminary  stages,  and  no  operational  plans  are  yet 
proposed.  Therefore,  this  EIR  does  not  analyze  potential  Cultural  Shuttle  operations  and  its 
effects  on  transportation  conditions  in  the  Park.  Implementation  of  the  Cultural  Shuttle  could 
require  further  environmental  review  in  the  future. 

Traffic  Calming 

Conceptual  designs  for  traffic  calming  as  part  of  the  Proposition  J  projects  are  being  developed 
for  narrowed  travel  lanes  and  shared-use  roadways  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  plan  would  also 
incorporate  improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Proposed  traffic 
calming  measures  under  Proposition  J  and  analyzed  in  this  EIR  would  include: 

•  Re-striping  of  King  Drive  to  enhance  visibility  at  crosswalks  and  bicycle  lanes. 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Academy  Drive  in  conjunction  with  Music  Concourse  area  surface 
improvements  (to  be  developed). 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Middle  Drive  East  in  conjunction  with  the  Concourse  Parking 
Facility,  as  needed. 

•  Installation  of  changeable  speed  signs  along  Kennedy  Drive. 
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Traffic  calming  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  require  no  further  environmental  review  herein  and  will 
be  implemented  as  part  of  that  plan  include: 

•  Kennedy  Drive/Stanyan  Street/Kezar  Drive  entry  improvements/traffic  calming. 

•  Landscape  Extensions  on  eastern  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  Tea  Garden  Drive  narrowing  and  landscaping  improvements. 

•  Intersection  paving  reductions  at  the  following  locations:  Stow  Lake  Drive  at  Kennedy 
Drive;  Haight  Street  at  Stanyan  Street;  King  Drive  and  the  Great  Highway. 

•  Stanyan  Street/Fulton  Street  intersection  improvements. 

•  Conversion  of  30th  Avenue  to  a  one-way  entrance  into  the  Park  from  Fulton  Street. 
Parking  Management 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  encourages  pedestrian  access,  provides  incentives  for 
visitors  to  the  Park  and  discourages  commuter  parking  by  identifying  areas  for  time-limited 
parking.  The  GGPCA  Projects  would  implement  improvements  identified  and  evaluated  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  including  time-limited  parking  and  other  parking  removal. 
Parking  management  measures  that  would  be  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  analyzed  in  this 
EIR  would  include: 

•  Elimination  of  800  surface  parking  spaces  in  Golden  Gate  Park  including  about  200 
spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  as  required  by  Proposition  J. 

Parking  Management  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed 
in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  that  will  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  include: 

•  Establishing  three-  to  four-hour  parking  time  limits  in  the  East  Park  on  Conservatory 
Drive,  Bowling  Green  Drive,  Kezar  Drive,  and  portions  of  Kennedy  Drive  and  King 
Drive.  This  measure  has  been  approved  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  and 
will  be  implemented  in  2002-2003. 

•  Parking  removal  in  association  with  other  measures;  e.g.,  road  closures  and  traffic 
calming.  Approximately  150  on-street  spaces  would  be  removed  at  the  following 
locations:  Middle  Drive  West  -  approximately  40  spaces;  Waller  Street  -  approximately 
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40  spaces;  Seventh  Avenue  -  approximately  15  spaces;  47th  Avenue  -  approximately  5 
spaces;  and  Bernice  Rodgers  Way/South  Fork  -  50  spaces. 

Those  two  measures  require  no  further  environmental  review  herein. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  (1997)  provide 
implementation  recommendations  for  bicycle  and  skating  routes,  lanes,  paths  and  trails  within 
Golden  Gate  Park.  The  conceptual  design  is  being  developed  for  a  dedicated  bike  lane  along 
Kennedy  Drive  and  improvements  to  existing  paths.  The  GGPCA  would  work  with  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  make  pedestrian  safety  improvements.  The  GGPCA  has 
retained  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  to  provide  public  outreach  services  to  develop  a 
list  of  potential  bicycle  improvement  actions  for  implementation  in  the  Park.  Bicycle,  skating 
and  pedestrian  improvement  measures  considered  under  Proposition  J  and  analyzed  in  this  EIR 
include: 

•  Installation  of  new  fluorescent-paint  pedestrian  crossing  signs  and  ladder  markings  at 
approximately  100  crosswalks,  to  improve  pedestrian  safety  throughout  the  Park. 

•  Elimination  of  vehicle  parking  on  selected  Park  roadways,  to  be  determined,  to  provide 
more  right-of-way  for  bicycles. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and 
analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  require  no  further  environmental  review 
herein  and  will  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects: 

•  Provision  for  bicycle  parking  at  all  major  attractions. 

•  Multi-Use  Path  Improvements  -  along  the  Great  Highway,  in  the  central  western 
portion  of  the  Park,  and  along  Kezar  Drive. 

Road  Closures 

In  accordance  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
will  identify  and  implement  road  closures  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Golden  Gate  Park 
Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  will  work  with  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  on  the 
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design  of  the  road  closures.  The  GGPCA  projects  do  not  include  any  additional  road  closures. 
Road  closures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  require  no  further  environmental  review  and  will  be  implemented 
in  coordination  with  the  GGPCA  projects: 

•  Arguello  Boulevard  -  northern  segment  of  block  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Lincoln 
Way. 

•  Conservatory  Drive  East  -  between  Arguello  Boulevard  and  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  Middle  Drive  West  -  middle  segment  between  King  Drive  and  Transverse  Drive 
(implemented). 

•  Music  Concourse  Roadway  -  segment  behind  the  Band  Shell. 

•  South  Fork  Drive  -  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  King  Drive. 

•  Waller  Street  -  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Stanyan  Street. 

•  Seventh  Avenue  entry  -  between  King  Drive  and  Lincoln  Way. 

•  47th  Avenue  -  segment  just  north  of  Kennedy  Drive  near  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Golf 
Course. 

MUNI  Service  Improvements 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  is  working  cooperatively  with  the  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  to  enhance  and  market  transit  routes  to  Golden  Gate 
Park. 

•  The  GGPCA  has  recently  worked  with  MUNI  to  provide  new  destination  signage  on 
the  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  to  identify  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  destination  on  this 
route.  This  measure  has  been  implemented. 

OTHER  CONCOURSE  AREA  PROJECTS 

The  approved  New  de Young  Museum  project  and  the  proposed  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  project  are  not  part  of  Proposition  J,  and  are  proceeding  independently  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects.  However,  coordination  among  the  GGPCA,  the  de  Young  Museum,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Strybing  Arboretum,  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department,  and 
other  trustee  and  responsible  agencies  is  being  undertaken  and  would  occur  during  the 
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implementation  of  the  Proposition  J  Projects  to  meet  the  goals  and  charge  of  the  GGPCA  and 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  This  EIR  includes  cumulative  effects  of  these  other 
projects  as  appropriate,  in  the  analysis  of  the  GGPCA  projects. 

The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  is  proposing  legislation  to  implement  additional  road 
closures  within  Golden  Gate  Park  on  Saturdays.  The  Saturday  road  closure  would  include  the 
following  streets  in  the  Park:  Kennedy  Drive  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue, 
Arguello  Boulevard  between  Fulton  Street  and  Conservatory  Drive,  Conservatory  Drive  East 
and  West,  and  Bowling  Green  Drive  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Middle  East  Drive  (Figure  1 
and  Figure  2).  No  other  changes  to  the  roadway  network  are  proposed.  The  purpose  of  the 
road  closure  is  to  provide  a  recreational  area  for  bicycling,  rollerblading,  skating,  walking  and 
other  activities  on  Saturdays,  similar  to  existing  conditions  on  Sundays  in  the  Park.  A 
Negative  Declaration  was  published  on  November  30,  2002  for  this  project  that  found  no 
significant  impacts  as  a  result  of  the  project  and  is  currently  in  public  review. 

D.  PROJECT  SCHEDULE 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  completed  to  coordinate  with 
construction  schedules  for  the  adjacent  institutions,  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences.  Currently,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  is  scheduled  to  open 
in  mid-2005.  Renovation  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  late  2007 
in  order  to  re-open  in  Spring  2008.  The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be 
constructed  in  one  phase  with  scheduled  completion  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  New  de  Young 
Museum.  Once  construction  of  the  Parking  Facility  begins,  the  Concourse  roadways,  Tea 
Garden  and  Academy  Drives,  would  be  closed  to  through  traffic  for  the  duration  of 
construction.  The  Underground  Through  Street,  which  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  traffic 
enhancements,  is  not  likely  to  be  constructed  until  after  completion  of  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility;  all  other  Concourse  area  construction  would  be  completed  by  2007.  For  key 
EIR  topics,  the  EIR  presents  impacts  by  phase  or  element. 

Many  of  the  TIP  elements  are  would  not  be  implemented  until  a  later  date.  The  Intra- Park 
Shuttle  completed  its  first  pilot  season  and  the  second  pilot  season  began  in  May  2002  and  on 
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weekends  and  holidays  through  October  2002.  Parking  management  measures  began  in  April 
2002.  Traffic  calming  and  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvement  measures  are  anticipated  to  be 
planned  and  adopted  in  2003  and  implemented  in  2003  and  2004.  Transit  improvements, 
which  will  provide  future  service  to  Golden  Gate  Park,  are  being  developed  independently  by 
MUNI.  The  start  date  for  the  Cultural  Shuttle  is  to  be  determined;  preliminary  design  of 
routes,  stops,  and  operating/maintenance  plans  for  this  service  are  currently  underway.  The 
schedule  for  implementation  may  require  further  environmental  review,  as  discussed  above. 

E.  PROJECT  APPROVALS 

Proposition  J  confers  administrative  jurisdiction  over  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  on  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  subject  to  the  power  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  its  members  to  reject  certain  actions  taken  by  the 
GGPCA.  Proposition  J  makes  the  GGPCA  responsible  for  the  design,  construction  and 
operation  of  the  parking  facility.  Proposition  J  authorizes  the  GGPCA  to  enter  into  one  or 
more  contracts  and  leases  in  order  to  carry  out  these  duties.  Section  9.118  of  the  City  Charter 
requires  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  certain  contracts  and  leases  by  resolution.  The 
Charter  also  requires  the  Board  to  approve  the  parking  fee  schedule  for  the  parking  facility  by 
ordinance.  Proposition  J  requires  that  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  be  constructed 
entirely  with  private  funds.  Initially,  the  GGPCA  proposes  to  enter  into  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Music  Concourse  Community  Partnership  (MCCP),  a 
California  non-profit  public  benefit  corporation,  pursuant  to  which  MCCP  will  manage  the 
design,  construction  and  operation  phases  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  subject  to 
GGPCA  approval  and  oversight. 

The  GGPCA  and  MCCP  anticipate  that  the  City,  acting  by  and  through  the  GGPCA,  would 
enter  into  a  construction  agreement,  a  financing  and  lease  agreement,  and  any  other  necessary 
agreements  with  MCCP,  consistent  with  the  MOU,  that  would  allow  and  govern  the 
construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  establish  and  govern  the  on-going 
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relationship  between  the  GGPCA  and  MCCP  regarding  the  financing,  construction  and 
operation  of  the  parking  facility. 

The  following  specific  actions  are  anticipated  to  be  necessary  to  approve  and  implement  the 
projects. 

City  Planning  Commission: 

•  Certifies  the  Final  EIR. 

•  Adopts  CEQA  findings  and  mitigation  monitoring  program. 

•  Determines  consistency  with  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  Section  101.1  priority 
policies,  and  recommends  approval  of  the  project  and  related  agreements  to  the 
GGPCA  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority: 

•  Reviews  and  considers  Final  EIR  and  adopts  mitigation  measures  for  which  it  is 
responsible  under  the  mitigation  monitoring  program. 

•  Makes  recommendations  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  concerning  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  the  Music  Concourse  Special  Area  Plan. 

•  Enters  into  MOU  (on  behalf  of  the  City)  with  MCCP  regarding  the  design,  financing, 
construction  and  operation  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

•  Approves  the  final  design  of  the  project 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission: 

•  Reviews  and  considers  Final  EIR  and  adopts  mitigation  measures  for  which  it  is 
responsible  under  the  mitigation  monitoring  program. 

•  Amends  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  Music  Concourse  Special  Area  Plan  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  conform  to  Proposition  J  and  the  adopted  GGPCA  plans. 

•  Oversees  the  actions  of  the  GGPCA  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J, 
including  review  of  proposed  parking  fee  schedule. 

San  Francisco  Arts  Commission 

•  Approves  modifications  to  park  structures. 
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Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  (FAMSF) 

•        Reviews  and  approves  elements  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  that 

would  require  encroachment  on  the  New  de Young  Museum  site  under  the  control  of 
the  FAMSF. 
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Board  of  Supervisors: 


•  Reviews  and  considers  Final  EIR  and  adopts  mitigation  measures  for  which  it  is 
responsible  under  the  mitigation  monitoring  program. 

•  Makes  findings  of  consistency  with  General  Plan,  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan, 
Music  Concourse  Special  Area  Plan  and  Planning  Code  Section  101.1  priority  policies. 

•  Adopts  resolution  approving  agreements  between  the  City  and  MCCP  regarding  the 
design,  financing,  construction,  and  operation  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  as 
required  by  Proposition  J  and  Charter  Section  9.118. 

•  Adopts  ordinance  approving  parking  fee  schedule  for  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility. 

Department  of  Building  Inspection: 

•  Issues  demolition,  site,  building,  and  fire  safety  permits. 
Fire  Department: 

•  Issues  permit  to  operate  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic: 

•  Reviews  and  considers  reconfiguration  of  streets  and  intersections  and  installation  of 
signals  under  its  jurisdiction. 

Department  of  Public  Works: 

•  Issues  permits  for  any  encroachments  on  public  rights-of-way  and  issues  permits  for 
and  accepts  any  improvements  to  streets  under  its  jurisdiction. 


NOTES  -  Project  Description 

1     San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998. 
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A.  LAND  USE,  PLANS,  AND  ZONING 

An  application  for  environmental  evaluation  for  the  project  was  filed  September  14,  2001,  and 
supplemented  with  additional  schematic  design  information  in  February  2002.  On  the  basis  of 
an  Initial  Study  published  on  May  18,  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
determined  that  an  EIR  was  required.  The  Initial  Study  determined  that  the  following  effects 
of  the  project  would  either  be  insignificant  or  would  be  reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level 
by  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project  and  thus  required  no  further  analysis:  light  and 
glare;  population,  employment  and  housing;  utilities  and  public  services;  biology;  geology  and 
topography;  water;  energy  and  natural  resources;  hazards;  and  archaeological  resources. 
Therefore,  the  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A.l,  for  the  Initial 
Study).  The  Initial  Study  also  found  that  the  land  use  changes  would  not  cause  potential 
significant  environmental  effects  and  required  no  further  analysis,  but  noted  that  this  topic 
would  be  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes  and  to  orient  the  reader. 

EXISTING  LAND  USES  AND  ZONING 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  approximately  1,017  acres  in  the  northwestern  part  of  San  Francisco  and 
comprises  Lot  1  of  Assessor's  Block  1700  (see  Figure  1,  Project  Location,  p.  4).  The  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  the  lands  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  main  body  of  the  Park 
area  is  about  three-and-a-half  miles  long  and  one-half  mile  wide  and  is  bounded  on  the  west  by 
The  Great  Highway  along  Ocean  Beach;  on  the  north  by  Fulton  Street  and  the  Richmond 
District;  on  the  east  by  Stanyan  Street  and  the  Haight-Ashbury  District;  and  on  the  south  by 
Lincoln  Way  and  the  Sunset  District.  Extending  eastward  approximately  three-quarters  of  a 
mile  from  the  main  body  of  the  Park  is  the  block-wide  strip  known  as  the  Panhandle,  which  is 
bounded  on  the  west  by  Stanyan  Street;  on  the  north  by  Fell  Street  and  the  northern  Haight- 
Ashbury  neighborhood;  on  the  east  by  Baker  Street;  and  on  the  south  by  Oak  Street  and  the 
Haight-Ashbury  District.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  a  nationally  renowned  and  locally  significant 
recreational  and  visual  resource.  The  Park  includes  gardens,  fields,  forests,  ponds,  lakes, 
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monuments  and  buildings,  cultural  institutions,  nearly  fifteen  miles  of  vehicular  roadways, 
several  parking  lots,  and  many  paths  and  paved  areas.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan 
(discussed  below)  has  divided  the  Park  into  nine  land  use  zones:  Naturalistic  Parkland,  Major 
Meadows  and  Lawns,  Major  Recreational  Areas,  Indigenous  Oak  Preserves,  Special 
Horticultural  Areas,  Strybing  Arboretum  and  Botanical  Gardens,  Music  Concourse  area, 
Maintenance/Operations  Areas,  and  Vehicle  Circulation  and  Parking. 1 

Existing  building  area  in  Golden  Gate  Park  totals  approximately  363,000  square  feet, 
excluding  the  New  de Young  Museum,  which  is  under  construction,  and  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences.  Together,  the  museum  buildings  in  the  Park  cover  about  293,000 
square  feet,  for  a  total  Park  and  non-Park  building  area  of  approximately  656,000  square  feet.2 

Most  of  Golden  Gate  Park's  permanent  structures  are  in  the  area  east  of  Cross  Over  Drive, 
including  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers;  Recreation  and  Park  Department  offices  (including 
McLaren  Lodge);  the  Music  Concourse  and  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (with  the  institutions 
noted  above);  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden;  the  tennis  courts  and  clubhouse;  lawn  bowling  greens 
and  clubhouse;  Strybing  Arboretum  and  Botanical  Gardens;  the  Sharon  Building,  carousel,  and 
Children's  Playground;  Kezar  Stadium  and  Pavilion;  the  Park  Police  and  Emergency  Aid 
Stations;  the  handball  courts;  Stow  Lake  Boat  House;  the  Pioneer  Log  Cabin;  and  the  Park 
maintenance  yard  and  nursery.  Temporary  storage  facilities  (dumpsters)  and  a  mobile  office 
are  part  of  the  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Recycling  Center.  Landscaping  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  Park  is  designed  with  meadows,  dells,  flower  gardens,  groves,  and  two 
waterfalls  (Rainbow  and  Huntington).  Stands  of  trees  in  this  area  include  native  oaks,  mixed 
conifers,  redwoods,  pines,  eucalyptus  and  other  broadleaf  evergreens.  Lakes  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  Park  include  Alvord,  Stow,  and  Quarry  (Lily  Pond)  Lakes.3 

The  western  portion  of  the  Park  contains  most  of  its  larger  meadows,  lakes,  and  relatively 
naturalistic  areas,  as  well  as  facilities  for  activities  and  sports  such  as  fly  casting,  model 
yachts,  horseback  riding,  archery,  golf,  rugby,  soccer,  and  track.  Lakes  in  the  area  include 
Spreckels,  Lloyd,  Mallard,  Metson,  Elk  Glen  Lakes,  and  the  Chain  of  Lakes  (North,  Middle, 
and  South  Lakes).  Other  features  and  facilities  in  the  western  portion  of  the  Park  include  the 
compost  area,  the  Urban  Forestry  Center,  the  Senior  Center,  the  Bison  Paddock,  the  Beach 
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Chalet,  and  the  Dutch  and  Murphy  windmills.  The  western  edge  of  the  Park  is  enclosed  with 
dense  vegetation  that  blocks  views  of  the  ocean  from  within  the  Park  and  views  of  open  spaces 
from  outside  the  Park. 

The  Music  Concourse  area,  an  area  characterized  by  a  concentration  of  museum,  educational, 
recreational,  and  other  open  space  uses,  is  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  Park  and  is  roughly 
bounded  by  Middle  Drive  East  to  the  south,  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  (King  Drive)  to  the 
west,  and  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  (Kennedy  Drive)  to  the  north.  The  Music  Concourse  area 
has  supported  museum,  educational  and  recreational  uses  since  its  development  for  the  San 
Francisco  Mid-Winter  International  Exposition  in  1894.  The  Music  Concourse  is  a  formal 
open  space  characterized  by  regularly  spaced  trees,  seating  and  other  landscape  features  in  the 
Concourse  Bowl  (approximately  10  feet  below  the  grade  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy 
Drive)  in  a  formal,  symmetrical  plan,  bordered  by  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive. 
Three  pedestrian  tunnels  dating  from  the  Mid-Winter  fair  in  1894  are  at  the  northeast, 
southeast,  and  southwest  edges  of  the  Music  Concourse.  (Section  III.C,  Historic  Resources, 
describes  historic  development  of  the  Music  Concourse  in  more  detail.) 

The  Music  Concourse  area  includes  the  New  deYoung  Museum  and  the  Hagiwara  Japanese 
Tea  Garden  immediately  north  and  northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse,  respectively. 
Currently,  the  M.H.  deYoung  Memorial  Museum  is  closed  while  the  New  deYoung  Museum 
is  under  construction.  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  (proposed  for  renovation  and  re- 
construction), including  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  and  the  Morrison  Planetarium,  is  to  the  south 
of  the  Music  Concourse.  In  March  2000,  voters  approved  Proposition  B,  approving  bond 
financing  to  support  renovation  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  Plans  for  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  project  were  drafted  in  2002.  While  that  project  is  proceeding 
independently  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  the  CAS  plans  were 
developed  in  coordination  with  the  GGPCA.  The  Band  Shell,  or  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music, 
is  at  the  west  end  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  Shakespeare  Garden  is  southwest  of  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences.  Forest  areas  of  cypress,  pine  and  eucalyptus  trees  surround 
the  Music  Concourse  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  northeast  of  the  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  north  of  the  New  deYoung  Museum  site,  and  west  and  east  of  the  California 
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Academy  of  Sciences.  These  wooded  areas  and  other  landscape  elements,  such  as  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  seclude  the  Music  Concourse  and  institutions  from  other  areas  of  the 
Park.  The  three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels,  near  the  northeast,  southeast  and  southwest 
corners  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  extend  under  the  surface  roadways,  Tea  Garden  and 
Academy  Drives,  and  connect  to  paved  pathways  outside  the  Music  Concourse  area.  There 
are  approximately  200  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  accessible  from 
Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive. 

Buildings  near  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  site  are  approximately  26  to  40  feet 
high.  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  approximately  40  feet  high.  The  recently 
demolished  de Young  Museum  buildings  included  a  125-foot  tower.  The  Educational  Tower  at 
the  under-construction  New  de  Young  Museum  will  be  approximately  144  feet  high. 

The  Park  as  a  whole  is  considered  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  as  an  historic  district;  a  draft  nomination  for  this  listing  has  been  prepared,  but  has  not 
been  formally  submitted  or  approved.  In  the  Music  Concourse  area,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden 
has  been  found  individually  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  but  has  not 
been  formally  nominated  for  the  National  Register.  The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  John 
McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell  also  appear  eligible,  but  are  not  currently  listed  on  the  California 
Register  (see  Section  III.C,  Historic  Resources). 

North  of  the  Music  Concourse  area,  extending  to  Fulton  Street  along  Kennedy  Drive,  are 
Golden  Gate  Park  uses  including  a  playground  between  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue,  and 
the  Rose  Garden,  west  of  Tenth  Avenue. 

Areas  north  of  Fulton  Street,  outside  of  the  Park,  are  characterized  by  residential  uses  with 
commercial  and  retail  uses  primarily  along  east-west  streets  such  as  Balboa  Street. 
Commercial  and  retail  uses  are  also  present  on  Fulton  Street  near  the  Great  Highway.  Areas 
south  of  Lincoln  Way,  outside  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  include  residential  use  and  the 
commercial  and  retail  uses  primarily  located  along  Ninth  Avenue,  Irving  Street,  and  19th 
Avenue.  Commercial  and  retail  uses  on  Lincoln  Way  are  primarily  clustered  near  the 
intersections  with  Ninth  Avenue,  19th  Avenue,  and  the  Great  Highway.  Residential  uses 
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surrounding  the  Park  generally  include  two-story  to  three-story  single-family  and  multi-family 
structures. 

The  Project  Site  is  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district,  and  within  an  OS  (Open  Space) 
Height  and  Bulk  district.  Permitted  uses  in  a  P  zoning  district  include  public  structures  of  the 
city  and  other  governmental  agencies  when  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan.  Approvals  for  various  aspects  of  the  project  may  be  required  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  GGPCA. 
There  are  no  specific  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the  OS  height  and  bulk  district.  Height  and 
bulk  of  buildings  and  structures  are  determined  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  and  policies 
of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan. 

LAND  USE  CHANGES 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Concourse  surface  improvements,  traffic  and 
transportation  improvements  throughout  the  Park,  and  other  Proposition  J  projects  would  be 
consistent  with  the  current  uses  and  the  land  use  zones  around  the  Park.  Phase  I  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  a  continuation  of  existing  Park  activities  and  would  be  consistent 
with  the  P  (Public  Use)  Zoning  District.  The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  a  non- 
recreational  public  use,  would  help  reduce  the  movement  of  vehicles  around  the  Park  and  thus 
improve  pedestrian  use  and  safety  in  the  Park.  Phase  II  of  the  project  would  also  involve  a 
continuation  of  existing  park  uses  consistent  with  the  P  Zoning  District.  The  Underground 
Through  Street  and  the  Eighth  Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East  entry  and  exit  ramps,  also  a 
non-recreational  public  use,  would  help  to  improve  pedestrian  circulation  in  the  Park.  The 
Concourse  surface  improvements  and  the  Proposition  J  projects  would  improve  the  Park 
character.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  P  Zoning  District. 

The  Park  is  within  an  OS  (Open  Space)  Height  and  Bulk  district  where  there  are  no  specific 
height  and  bulk  limits,  and  most  of  the  development  on  the  project  site  would  be  underground. 
Other  proposed  project  elements  including  the  new  pedestrian  entrances  to  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl  and  the  entrances  of  the  vehicle  ramps  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility 
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from  Tenth  Avenue,  and  Academy  Drive  would  be  compatible  in  scale  with  the  surroundings. 
Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  reviews  project  effects  on  scale  and  views  in  detail. 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  relocate  and  consolidate  surface  parking  in 
the  Music  Concourse  area  and  change  parking  and  circulation  conditions  in  other  areas  of  the 
Park.  The  transportation,  noise,  air  quality,  and  other  physical  impacts  associated  with  the 
land  use  changes  are  discussed  in  the  respective  chapters  of  this  EIR.  Although  the  pedestrian 
activity  at  the  Music  Concourse  would  likely  increase,  the  proposed  Underground  Parking 
Facility  is  not  anticipated  to  significantly  intensify  use  of  the  various  buildings  in  the  area 
beyond  that  which  currently  exists  for  the  adjacent  institutions.  The  various  elements  of  the 
proposed  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  or  function  of  the 
surrounding  residential  communities.  The  surface  landscape  and  transportation  improvements 
would  emphasize  the  park  character  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Underground  Parking  Facility 
would  be  intended  to  support  and  improve  the  cultural  and  recreational  activities  around  the 
Music  Concourse,  such  as  the  New  de Young  Museum,  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  the  Band  Shell,  and  Strybing  Arboretum.  Other  elements  of  the 
GGPCA  projects  including  the  Transportation  Implementation  Plan  measures  (Intra-Park 
Shuttle,  Traffic  Calming,  Parking  Management,  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements,  Road 
Closures,  MUNI  Service  Improvements,  and  Cultural  Shuttle)  would  also  serve  to  enhance  the 
pedestrian  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  Park,  reduce  the  presence  of  private 
vehicles  in  the  Park,  and  provide  access  to  Park  attractions.  As  discussed  in  Section  III.B, 
Visual  Quality,  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  and  associated  improvements  would 
not  disturb  the  formal  and  symmetrical  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  the  naturalistic 
and  pastoral  character  of  its  surroundings.  The  tunnels  and  ramps  at  Tenth  Avenue,  Eighth 
Avenue,  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  change  the  visual  characteristics  locally;  however, 
these  changes  would  not  adversely  affect  the  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  or  the 
Park.  These  changes  would  be  considered  positive  land  use  effects  in  the  Park.  The  proposed 
changes  to  Park  uses  would  not  adversely  affect  the  potential  eligibility  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
for  listing  as  a  district  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Section  III.C,  Historic 
Resources,  for  further  information). 
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CONSISTENCY  WITH  PLANS  AND  POLICIES 
Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998 

Proposition  J,  otherwise  known  as  the  "Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998"  (the 
Act)  was  intended  to  address  the  need  for  capital  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse  area 
of  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  well  as  the  importance  of  developing  and  implementing  a 
comprehensive  "transit  first"  transportation  and  parking  management  plan  for  the  Music 
Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the  Park. 

Proposition  J  states  that  Golden  Gate  Park  is  the  cultural,  recreational,  and  environmental 
heart  of  San  Francisco  and  is  a  world-renowned  resource  for  the  residents  of  San  Francisco 
and  international  residents  alike.  However,  over  the  years,  neglect,  age,  natural  disasters  and 
overuse  have  taken  their  toll  on  this  great  public  space.  The  Act  further  states  that  "it  is  the 
policy  of  the  People  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  revitalize  this  irreplaceable 
resource  and  ensure  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  public  treasure...." 

Proposition  J  notes  that  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park  centers  around  a  public  park  that  is 
scenically  beautiful,  environmentally  sensitive  and  culturally  diverse.  The  Park  includes 
thriving  institutions,  particularly  the  M.H.  de Young  Memorial  Museum  (currently  being 
reconstructed)  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  Park's  future  also  includes  the 
need  to  ensure  that  it  is  accessible  by  all  forms  of  transportation.  It  is  essential  to  the  Park's 
future  and  to  the  City's  cultural  and  recreational  health  that  residents  and  visitors  alike  are  able 
to  use  and  enjoy  the  institutions  and  natural  settings  of  the  Park. 

Proposition  J  authorized  and  directed  the  creation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  (GGPCA),  a  non-profit  public  benefit  corporation,  to  enact  the  ordinance  to  "(1) 
create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  situated  between 
the  New  de  Young  Museum  site  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  (the  Concourse)  and  (2)  take 
steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park  while  still  providing  long-term 
assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the  Park,  including  its  cultural 
institutions."  To  accomplish  its  objective  and  complete  its  mission,  the  Authority  is 
authorized  and  empowered  to  complete  three  major  projects:  (1)  design,  construct,  and  operate 

Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  FINAL  EIR 
  35   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
A.  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning 

an  Underground  Parking  Facility  of  not  less  than  800  spaces  nor  more  than  1000  spaces 
located  within  or  near  the  Music  Concourse,  with  an  entrance  and  exit  situated  outside  of  the 
Park  and  dedicated  exclusively  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility;  (2)  design  and 
implement  improvements  of  the  Concourse  to  enhance  its  natural  and  scenic  landscape;  and  (3) 
design  and  implement  traffic,  transit,  and  infrastructure  plans,  programs,  policies,  goals,  and 
improvements  relating  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the  Park  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  facilitate  a  park  that  is  accessible  to  all  of  the  public.  As  described  in 
Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  proposed  project  seeks  to  satisfy  the  major  objectives  of 
Proposition  J. 

Proposition  J,  Section  10,  requires  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  to  proceed 
expeditiously  with  the  adoption  of  a  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  actions  of  the 
Authority  in  respect  of  the  surface  of  the  Concourse  area,  the  implementation  of  Authority 
plans  and  the  performance  of  its  functions  shall  be  consistent  with  the  goals  and  objectives  of 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Proposition  J  also  authorizes  the  Authority  to  recommend 
to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  changes  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  as 
necessary  or  appropriate. 

Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan4 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (Master  Plan),  prepared  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  and  adopted  in  1998,  is  a  comprehensive  planning  document  that  includes  general 
objectives  and  policies  for  the  Park,  management  strategies,  and  specific  objectives  and 
policies  relating  to  the  Park  landscape,  circulation,  recreation  facilities,  visitor  facilities, 
buildings  and  monuments,  utilities  and  infrastructure,  Park  maintenance  and  operations  and 
special  area  plans.5 

The  Master  Plan  describes  the  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Park  as  to  serve  as  an  open  space 
preserve  in  the  midst  of  San  Francisco.  Most  of  the  historic  Park  is  a  cultivated  pastoral  and 
sylvan  landscape,  defined  by  abundant  evergreen  woodland.  The  Park  is  designed  and 
managed  to  afford  opportunities  for  all  to  experience  beauty  and  tranquility,  recreation,  and 
relief  from  urban  pressures. 
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Relevant  objectives  in  the  Master  Plan  include: 

•  Objective  I  -  Land  Use  and  Activities:  Ensure  that  land  use  and  activities  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  contribute  to  the  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Park.  The  activities  within  a 
designated  land  use  zone  should  be  appropriate  to  the  land  use  purpose. 

This  objective  has  two  primary  goals  -  to  identify  appropriate  land  uses  within  the  Park 
and  to  identify  what  uses  and  activities  are  appropriate  within  each  land  use  zone.  The 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  has  divided  the  Park  into  nine  land  use  zones,  which 
include  Naturalistic  Parkland,  Major  Meadows  and  Lawns,  Major  Recreational  Areas, 
Indigenous  Oak  Preserves,  Special  Horticultural  Areas,  Strybing  Arboretum  and 
Botanical  Gardens,  Music  Concourse  area,  Maintenance/Operations  Areas,  and  Vehicle 
Circulation  and  Parking. 

•  Objective  II  -  Landscape  Preservation  and  Renewal:  Provide  for  the  protection  and 
renewal  of  the  Park  landscape. 

•  Objective  III  -  Park  Circulation:  Create  and  maintain  a  parkwide  system  of  recreational 
roadways,  pathways,  and  trails.  Minimize  motor  vehicle  traffic. 

•  Objective  VIII  -  Community  Involvement  Process:  Foster  community  participation  in 
guiding  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  Master  Plan  includes  the  Music  Concourse  Special  Area  Plan.  However,  the  Master  Plan 
notes  that  the  GGPCA  has  deferred  implementation  of  this  Special  Area  Plan,  pending  further 
planning  for  the  Concourse  now  underway.  The  Master  Plan  identifies  the  Music  Concourse 
as  a  civic  space  within  Golden  Gate  Park  that  provides  a  setting  for  cultural  institutions  and 
events.  The  Music  Concourse  was  created  for  the  Mid- Winter  Exposition  of  1894.  The 
layout,  several  monuments,  the  de Young  Museum,  and  the  role  of  the  Music  Concourse  as  a 
cultural  center  are  remnants  of  the  fair's  legacy. 

Several  elements  in  the  Music  Concourse  have  recently  undergone  renovation.  The  Band 
Shell,  formally  called  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  damaged  during  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  in  1989,  was  rededicated  in  1994  after  a  complete  seismic  reconstruction.  The 
four  fountains  in  the  concourse,  which  were  turned  off  during  the  last  drought  and  fell  into 
disuse,  have  been  restored. 

The  Special  Area  Plan  calls  for  several  improvements,  some  of  which  are: 

•  statues  and  monuments  renovation; 
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•  replanting  of  trees; 

•  replanting  of  flower  beds; 

•  re-landscaping  traffic  islands; 

•  replacement  of  lights; 

•  repair  of  stairs  and  paths; 

•  provision  of  new  benches; 

•  accessibility  improvements; 

•  bandstand  annex  improvements; 

•  creation  of  a  cafe  plaza  west  of  the  band  shell; 

•  replacement  of  a  temporary  food-vending  facility  with  a  permanent  structure; 

•  consolidation  of  gardeners'  section  headquarters,  maintenance  containers,  and  parking 
attendant  station  in  the  bus  parking  area; 

•  provision  of  monitored  bicycle  parking; 

•  provision  of  an  information  kiosk; 

•  provision  of  new  trash  receptacles;  and 

•  rehabilitation  of  tunnels. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  Master  Plan  includes  traffic  management 
measures  that  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA  Section  8  plans.  These  include 
Kennedy/Stanyan/Kezar  entry  improvements/traffic  calming;  landscape  extensions  on  eastern 
Kennedy  Drive;  Tea  Garden  Drive  traffic  calming;  intersection  paving  reductions  at  the 
following  locations:  Stow  Lake  Drive  at  Kennedy  Drive,  Haight  Street  at  Stanyan  Street,  King 
Drive  and  The  Great  Highway;  Stanyan/Fulton  intersection  improvements;  and  conversion  of 
30th  Avenue  to  a  one-way  entrance  into  the  Park.  The  proposed  GGPCA  projects  would 
address  a  number  of  the  Special  Area  Plan  improvements,  including  landscaping  completed  as 
part  of  the  parking  facility  development  and  other  public  enhancements;  repair  or  replacement 
of  existing  stairs;  accessibility  upgrades;  and  rehabilitation  of  the  historic  pedestrian  tunnels. 

The  Master  Plan  identifies  potential  closure  of  certain  nonessential  roads  in  the  Park. 
Proposed  closures  would  include  certain  segments  of  Arguello  Boulevard,  Conservatory  Drive 
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East,  Middle  Drive  West,  Music  Concourse  Roadway,  South  Fork  Drive,  Waller  Street, 
Seventh  Avenue  entry,  and  47th  Avenue  (see  also  Chapter  II,  Project  Description).  The 
closure  of  these  roads  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  Section  8  plans.  These  changes,  if 
implemented,  would  not  directly  affect  traffic  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  area.6 

As  discussed  in  the  Project  Description,  the  Master  Plan  also  includes  parking  management 
measures  and  bicycle/pedestrian  improvements  that  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  identified  that  the  above-mentioned  circulation 
improvements  proposed  in  the  Master  Plan  would  result  in  slight  reduction  of  roadway 
pavement,  returning  areas  to  parkland  and  a  slight  increase  in  the  amount  of  landscape,  trail, 
and  pathway  area  within  the  Park.7  Therefore,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR 
concluded  that  the  circulation  improvements  including  traffic  calming  measures,  parking 
management,  road  closures,  and  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements  would  not  have  adverse 
land  use  effects.  Some  of  these  circulation  improvements  identified  in  the  Master  Plan  are 
proposed  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  Proposition  J  (see  Chapter  II,  Project  Description). 
Therefore,  as  per  CEQA,  further  land  use  analysis  of  these  elements  of  the  proposed  project  is 
not  required. 

General  Plan  Policies 

The  Planning  Commission  and  other  City  decision-makers  would  evaluate  the  proposed  project 
against  the  provisions  of  the  General  Plan  and  would  consider  potential  conflicts  with  the 
General  Plan  as  part  of  the  decision-making  process.  This  consideration  of  General  Plan 
objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out  independently  from  the  environmental  review  process  as 
part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential 
conflicts  with  provisions  of  the  General  Plan  that  would  cause  physical  environmental  impacts 
have  been  evaluated  as  part  of  the  impacts  analysis  carried  out  for  other  topics  in  this  project 
EIR  and  the  Initial  Study,  Appendix  A.  Conflicts  with  General  Plan  policies  may  be 
considered  in  the  project  evaluation  process. 
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The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  includes  policies  for 
preserving  existing  open  space;  preserving  sunlight  in  public  open  space;  eliminating  non- 
recreational  uses  and  reducing  automobile  traffic  in  parks;  and  making  open  space  accessible 
to  people  with  special  needs.  The  Urban  Design  Element  policies  call  for  protection  of 
important  views,  quality  of  design  and  relationship  to  open  spaces,  increase  in  visibility  of 
major  destination  areas,  and  height  and  bulk  characteristics.  The  EIR  discusses  project  effects 
on  visual  quality  and  urban  design  in  Section  III .B,  Visual  Quality. 

The  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Planning  Department/City  Planning  Commission  in  the 
context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Some  key 
objectives  and  policies  are  noted  here;  others  may  be  addressed  when  necessary  approvals  are 
sought. 

Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 

•  Objective  2:  Develop  and  Maintain  a  Diversified  and  Balanced  Citywide  System  of 
High  Quality  Public  Open  Space. 

-  Policy  2:  Preserve  existing  public  open  space. 

-  Policy  3:  Preserve  sunlight  in  public  open  space. 

-  Policy  4:  Gradually  eliminate  non-recreational  use  in  parks  and  reduce 
automobile  traffic  in  and  around  public  open  spaces. 

-  Policy  6:  Make  open  space  accessible  to  people  with  special  needs. 

-  Policy  8:  Develop  a  citywide  urban  trails  system  that  links  city  parks  and 
public  open  space,  hilltops,  the  waterfront  and  neighborhoods  and  ties  into  the 
regional  hiking  trail  system. 

-  Policy  10:  Develop  a  master  plan  for  Golden  Gate  Park. 
Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1:  Emphasis  of  the  characteristic  pattern,  which  gives  to  the  City  and  its 
neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of  purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation. 

-  Policy  1:  Recognize  and  protect  major  views  in  the  city,  with  particular 
attention  to  those  of  open  space  and  water. 

-  Policy  4:  Protect  and  promote  large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space  that 
define  districts  and  topography. 
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Policy  5:  Emphasize  the  special  nature  of  each  district  through  distinctive 
landscaping  and  other  features. 

Policy  7:  Recognize  the  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and  promote 
connections  between  districts. 

Policy  8:  Increase  the  visibility  of  major  destination  areas  and  other  points  for 
orientation. 

Policy  9:  Increase  the  clarity  of  routes  for  travelers. 

•  Objective  2:  Conservation  of  resources,  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity 
with  the  past,  and  freedom  from  overcrowding. 

Policy  1 :  Preserve  in  their  natural  state  the  few  remaining  areas  that  have  not 
been  developed  by  man. 

Policy  2:  Limit  improvements  in  other  open  spaces  having  an  established  sense 
of  nature  to  those  that  are  necessary,  and  unlikely  to  detract  from  the  primary 
values  of  the  open  space. 

Policy  4:  Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or 
aesthetic  value  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features  that 
provide  continuity  with  past  development. 

Policy  5:  Use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings  in  order  to  enhance  rather 
than  weaken  the  original  character  of  such  buildings. 

•  Objective  4:  Improvement  of  the  neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal 
safety,  comfort,  pride,  and  opportunity. 

Policy  1:  Protect  residential  areas  from  the  noise,  pollution,  and  physical 
danger  of  excessive  traffic. 

Policy  2:  Provide  buffering  for  residential  properties  when  heavy  traffic  cannot 
be  avoided. 

Policy  3:  Provide  adequate  lighting  in  public  areas. 

Policy  4:  Design  walkways  and  parking  facilities  to  minimize  danger  to 
pedestrians. 

Policy  9:  Maximize  the  use  of  recreation  areas  for  recreational  purposes. 

During  the  project  approval  process,  the  decision-makers  must  evaluate  and  balance  the 
potentially  conflicting  goals  of  different  General  Plan  policies  and  plan  elements.  The 
decision-makers  may  identify  potential  conflicts  between  the  project  and  policies  of  the 
General  Plan  and  other  plan  elements.  Those  conflicts  would  not  be  considered  significant 
environmental  effects,  unless  such  conflicts  resulted  in  physical  environmental  effects.  This 
EIR  identifies  physical  effects  of  the  project. 
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City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Planning  Policies.  The  policies,  contained 
in  Section  101.1  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  are:  (1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of  existing 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  ownership; 
(2)  protection  of  existing  housing  and  of  neighborhood  character;  (3)  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  (4)  ensure  that  commuter  traffic  not  impede  transit  service 
or  overburden  street  or  neighborhood  parking;  (5)  maintenance  of  a  diverse  economic  base  by 
protecting  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development,  and 
enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  (6)  earthquake  preparedness; 
(7)  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  (8)  protection  of  open  space.  Before 
issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  or  adopting  any  legislation  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development 
agreement,  and  before  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the 
General  Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent 
with  the  Priority  Policies. 


NOTES  -  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning 

1  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  103. 

2  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  pp.  103  and  106;  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  New  deYoung  Museum  Revisions  to  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Case  No. 
1999.455E,  certified  December  6,  2001,  p.  12 

3  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  pp.  103  and  107. 

4  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  adopted  by  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  October  1998. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  pp.  S-l  -  S-3. 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  pp.  S-l. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  pp.  191  and  192. 
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B.  VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  Initial  Study,  published  on  May  18,  2002,  determined  that  visual  quality  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  would  not  generate  significant  obtrusive  light  or  glare  that  could  substantially 
impact  other  properties  (see  Appendix  A,  Initial  Study).  The  lighting  system  used  for  the 
proposed  project  would  meet  the  Park  Lighting  specifications  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan.1  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  proposes  the  use  of  a  minimum  safety 
"beacon"  lighting  system.  Vehicle  parking  spaces,  drive  aisles,  pedestrian  walkways/  tunnels 
and  vehicular  tunnels  would  be  illuminated  as  part  of  the  proposed  parking  facility.  All  drive 
aisles  and  parking  spaces  would  be  illuminated  with  one  fixture  per  bay.  This  would  not  result 
in  obtrusive  light  or  glare  in  the  Park  or  to  nearby  areas  outside  the  Park. 

The  following  discussion  includes  the  projects'  design,  appearance,  possible  effects  on  views 
and  its  relation  to  the  scale  and  character  of  surrounding  development.  Chapter  II,  Project 
Description,  and  Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning,  describe  the  project  location, 
the  existing  built  environment  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  vicinity,  and  planned  development. 

SETTING 

Visual  quality  is  normally  comprised  of  elements  such  as  building  scale,  height,  architectural 
features  and  materials,  patterns  of  buildings  along  street  frontages,  and  views  of  public  open 
space  or  plazas  or  of  more  distant  landscape  features  such  as  hills,  the  Bay  or  built  landmarks, 
such  as  bridges.  These  elements  help  define  the  sense  of  place  in  a  visual  context. 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  a  nationally  renowned  and  locally  significant  recreational  and  visual 
resource.  In  general,  the  overall  visual  character  of  Golden  Gate  Park  varies  from  place  to 
place  as  the  Park  includes  gardens,  fields,  forests,  ponds  and  lakes,  monuments  and  buildings, 
nearly  fifteen  miles  of  vehicular  roadways,  several  parking  lots,  paths,  and  paved  areas.  The 
historical  landscape  character  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  primarily  pastoral  and  naturalistic; 
however,  the  Park  also  includes  a  series  of  formal,  organized  spaces  such  as  the  Music 
Concourse.  As  discussed  in  Section  III. A,  most  of  the  Park's  permanent  structures  are  located 
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in  its  eastern  part.  The  western  part  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  more  pastoral  and  sylvan  than  the 
eastern  part,  and  has  a  garden-like  "naturalness"  achieved  through  irrigation  and  landscape 
maintenance.  Landscaping  in  the  Park  is  designed  with  meadows,  dells,  flower  gardens, 
groves,  and  waterfalls.  The  picturesque  qualities  of  the  Park  are  adversely  affected  by 
naturally  aging  forests,  fallen  trees  and  limbs,  overgrown  lakes  with  eroded  slopes, 
deteriorated  structures  (fences),  and  illegal  dumping  of  household  materials.  Park  buildings 
and  structures  are  varied  in  function,  age,  architectural  style,  and  construction.  Some,  such  as 
the  light-brown,  concrete  County  Fair  building  at  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  (King  Drive) 
near  Ninth  Avenue  and  Lincoln  Way,  are  relatively  nondescript.  Others,  such  as  the  Dutch 
windmills  and  the  Conservatory,  are  unique  within  the  region.  The  Park's  two  windmills  are 
in  marked  contrast  with  one  another:  North  (Dutch)  Windmill  stands  whole  above  the  trees 
while  South  (Murphy's  Mill),  without  its  sails,  appears  dilapidated  and  in  disrepair.  A  most 
noteworthy  structure,  although  visibly  damaged  and  deteriorating,  is  the  domed,  white  wood- 
and-glass  Conservatory  with  its  plant  collection.  Among  the  Park's  other  distinguished 
structures  are  the  Sharon  Building  and  McLaren  Lodge  with  their  sandstone  facades  and 
Victorian  Romanesque  architecture.  Many  of  the  Park's  activity  areas,  such  as  the  Hagiwara 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  Stow  Lake,  Children's  Playground,  or  Strybing  Arboretum  and 
Botanical  Gardens,  have  their  own  special  visual  qualities.  The  Park's  circulation  system 
includes  roadways  that  provide  internal  access  to  recreation  areas  and  attractions; 
thoroughfares  that  carry  commuter  traffic;  and  paths  for  pedestrians,  skaters,  bicycle  riders, 
hikers,  and  horse  back  riders.  One  main  off-road  asphalt  bicycle  path  runs  the  length  of  the 
Park  in  an  east-west  direction.2 

From  outside  vantage  points  such  as  the  University  of  California  San  Francisco  (UCSF)  south 
of  the  Park  and  Parnassus  Heights,  Golden  Gate  Park  appears  as  green  vegetation  set  within  a 
nearly  continuous  grid  pattern  of  streets  and  buildings.  The  perimeter  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
along  Stanyan  Street,  Lincoln  Way,  the  Great  Highway,  and  Fulton  Street  is  generally  defined 
by  dense  growth  of  mature  trees  that  separate  the  Park  from  the  urban  character  of  adjoining 
neighborhoods.  There  are  visual  openings  in  this  perimeter  at  major  entrances  and  roadways 
into  the  Park,  such  as  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  (Kennedy  Drive)  at  Stanyan  Street,  Ninth 
Avenue  at  Lincoln  Way,  19th  Avenue  at  Lincoln  Way,  and  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  at  Fulton 
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Street,  as  well  as  at  the  Big  Rec  ball  fields  visible  from  Lincoln  Way  near  Seventh  Avenue. 
Other  entrances  such  as  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  also  open  through 
the  landscaped  perimeter.  From  within,  however,  the  Park  offers  a  visual  collage  that  varies 
from  place  to  place  because  of  the  diversity  of  water  bodies,  landscapes,  buildings,  and 
activity  areas.  With  its  non-linear  plan,  rolling  topography  and  internal  spaces  bounded  by 
stands  of  dense  trees  and  vegetation,  the  Park  generally  offers  intimate  rather  than  panoramic 
views.  Notable  exceptions  are  views  from  Strawberry  Hill  of  City  hills  and  neighborhoods, 
views  from  the  west  end  of  the  Park  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  Park  meadow  views  such  as 
from  Speedway  Meadow  and  Sharon  Meadow.3 

The  Music  Concourse  is  characterized  by  a  symmetrical  oval  plan  designed  for  the  Mid- 
Winter  Fair  of  1896.  Dominant  visual  features  in  the  Concourse  area  consist  of  regularly 
spaced  trees,  seating,  fountains,  monuments  and  other  landscape  features.  The  Music 
Concourse  is  bounded  on  the  north  by  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  on  the  south  by  Academy  Drive. 
The  lower  level  of  the  Music  Concourse  is  approximately  10  feet  below  the  grade  of  these 
roadways  (Music  Concourse  Bowl  or  Bowl.)  The  longer  axis  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  is 
in  an  east- west  direction  and  measures  about  800  to  1000  feet.  The  shorter  axis  is  about  400 
to  500  feet  wide.  Three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels,  near  the  northeast,  southeast  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  extend  under  the  surface  roadways,  Tea 
Garden  and  Academy  Drives,  and  connect  to  paved  pathways  outside  the  Concourse  area.  A 
series  of  stairs  and  ramps  connect  the  sunken  Music  Concourse  Bowl  to  Tea  Garden  and 
Academy  Drives.  There  is  an  ornamental  flight  of  stairs  from  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  to 
Academy  Drive  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl.  The  Band  Shell,  a 
stage  for  the  Music  Concourse  (formally,  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music),  is  at  the  west  end 
of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  monument,  a  large  statue  in  a  masonry 
pavilion,  is  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  at  the  level  of  the  roadway.  Parking 
spaces  surround  the  upper  level  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl.  The  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  identified  as  a  Special  Horticultural  Area  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  is  to 
the  northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  New  de Young  Museum  (currently  under 
construction  on  the  site  of  the  M.  H.  de  Young  Memorial  Museum)  will  be  north  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  spanning  approximately  400  feet  along  Tea  Garden  Drive.  The  building  height 
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will  be  about  33  to  48  feet;  with  the  Educational  Tower  about  144  feet  high.  The  California 
Academy  of  Sciences,  an  approximately  567-foot-long,  40-foot-high  building  atop  a  stairway 
and  entrance  platform  approximately  10  feet  above  Academy  Drive,  is  south  of  the  Music 
Concourse.  The  Shakespeare  Garden  is  southwest  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  Forest  areas 
of  cypress,  pine  and  eucalyptus  trees  surround  the  Music  Concourse  east  of  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl,  northeast  of  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  north  of  New  de Young 
Museum  site,  and  west  and  east  of  Academy  of  Sciences.  These  wooded  areas  and  other 
landscape  elements,  such  as  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and  plantings  north  of  the  New  de  Young 
Museum  site,  east  and  west  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  west  of  the  Band  Shell,  seclude 
the  Music  Concourse  and  institutions  from  other  areas  of  the  Park. 

The  above  elements  are  part  of  the  mix  of  cultural  activities  and  pastoral  landscapes  of  Golden 
Gate  Park.  As  noted  in  Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning,  the  Park  as  a  whole  is 
considered  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  the  Concourse 
area,  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  has  been  found  individually  eligible  for  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  at  the  east  end 
of  the  Music  Concourse,  is  designated  City  Landmark  No.  96. 

The  strong  east-west/north-south  axial  plan  of  the  Music  Concourse  provides  short-range 
views  of  the  buildings  and  historic  landscaping  features  within  the  Music  Concourse  area. 
Mature  trees  and  other  vegetation  obstruct  long-range  views  beyond  the  formal  open  space  of 
the  Music  Concourse.  Distant  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  Area  can  be  seen  from 
Strawberry  Hill,  inside  Golden  Gate  Park,  but  are  partially  screened  by  trees  and  vegetation 
on  the  northeast  slope  of  Strawberry  Hill  and  northeast  of  Stow  Lake  Drive.  Distant  views  of 
the  Music  Concourse  Area  from  outside  the  Park  may  be  visible  partially  from  some  elevated 
locations  at  UCSF,  in  the  Golden  Gate  Heights  neighborhood  south  of  Kirkham  Street,  or 
from  Grand  View  Park  (near  Moraga  &  14th  Avenue).  Trees  within  the  Park  and  along  its 
perimeter  largely  obscure  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  from  Lincoln  Way,  Stanyan 
Street,  Fulton  Street,  Tenth  Avenue,  and  other  nearby  locations  outside  Golden  Gate  Park.4 
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Photographs  showing  representative  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  have  been  taken  at  six 
locations  in  the  project  vicinity  (see  Figure  12,  Viewpoint  Locations).  These  include  a  view 
north  from  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  (Figure  13);  a  view  of  the  northeast  pedestrian  tunnel 
from  within  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  (Figure  14);  a  view  south  of  the  Park  entrance  at 
Tenth  Avenue  from  Fulton  Street  (Figure  15);  a  view  southwest  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  near 
Kennedy  Drive  (Figure  16);  a  view  of  Academy  Drive  northeast  of  its  intersection  with  King 
Drive  (Figure  17);  a  view  south  from  the  northeast  corner  of  Eighth  Avenue  near  Kennedy 
Drive  (Figure  18);  and  a  view  north  from  Middle  Drive  East  (Figure  19). 

Figure  13,  which  includes  existing  views  north  from  within  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  shows 
the  landscape  features  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  including  the  central  Rideout  Fountain, 
the  trees,  seating,  stairs  and  ramps  that  connect  the  Bowl  to  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  the 
existing  de Young  Museum  buildings  (since  demolished).  Other  tree  cover  is  seen  west  of  the 
New  de  Young  Museum  site  and  the  Music  Concourse.  Figure  14  illustrates  the  pedestrian 
tunnel  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl.  This  view  also  illustrates  the 
grade  difference  between  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  and  roadways  such  as  Tea  Garden  Drive. 
Figure  18  is  a  view  from  outside  Golden  Gate  Park,  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street. 
Dense  trees  and  vegetation  from  this  location  block  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  area. 

Figure  15  is  a  view  south  entering  the  park  from  the  northeast  corner  of  Eighth  Avenue  near 
Kennedy  Drive.  Dense  trees  and  vegetation  from  this  location  block  views  of  the  Music 
Concourse  area.  Figure  16  is  a  view  of  the  Music  Concourse  southwest  from  Tea  Garden 
Drive  near  Kennedy  Drive,  and  illustrates  some  of  the  monuments  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area  including  the  Francis  Scott  Key  monument  and  the  Junipero  Serra  monument,  the  surface 
parking  around  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  the  trees  and  other  landscaping  to  the  east,  and  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  building  to  the  south.  Figure  17  is  a  view  from  Middle  Drive 
East  looking  north.  This  view  includes  the  eastern  end  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
the  trees  to  the  east  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  on-street  parking  on  Middle 
Drive  East.  Figure  19  is  a  view  of  Academy  Drive  viewed  northeast  of  the  intersection  of 
King  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  This  view  includes  the  north  side  of  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences.  Dense  trees  and  vegetation  also  block  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  from 
this  location. 
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SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 
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EXISTING  VIEW 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  Square  One  Productions 
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FIGURE  13:  VIEW  NORTH  FROM  THE  MUSIC  CONCOURSE  BOWL  WITH  PHASE  I 
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PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  Square  One  Productions 
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FIGURE  14:  VIEW  OF  NORTHEAST  PEDESTRIAN  TUNNEL 
FROM  THE  MUSIC  CONCOURSE  BOWL  WITH  PHASE  I 
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EXISTING  VIEW 
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FIGURE  15:  VIEW  SOUTH  OF  PARK  ENTRANCE 
AT  TENTH  AVENUE  FROM  FULTON  STREET  WITH  PHASE  I 
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FIGURE  16:  VIEW  SOUTHWEST  FROM  TEA  GARDEN  DRIVE  NEAR  KENNEDY  DRIVE  WITH  PHASE  I 
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EXISTING  VIEW 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 

 GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROTECTS  

FIGURE  17:  VIEW  OF  ACADEMY  DRIVE  ENTRANCE  RAMP  WITH  PHASE  I 
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PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  Square  One  Productions 
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FIGURE  18:  VIEW  SOUTH  FROM  NORTHEAST  CORNER  OF  EIGHTH  AVENUE 
NEAR  KENNEDY  DRIVE  WITH  PHASE  II 
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EXISTING  VIEW 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  Square  One  Productions 
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FIGURE  19:  VIEW  NORTH  FROM  MIDDLE  DRIVE  EAST  WITH  PHASE  II 
(NEAR  THE  EAST  SIDE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ACADEMY  OF  SCIENCES) 
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IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  proposed  project  may  result  in  significant  adverse  visual  quality  impacts  if  it  (1)  has  a 
substantial  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  character  of  the  surrounding  area,  or 
(2)  substantially  degrades  or  obstructs  scenic  views  or  vistas  now  observed  from  public  areas. 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Visual  quality  is  the  perceived  aesthetic  value  of  an  area  and  is  based  on  a  combination  of 
inherent  natural  features  and  physical  conditions,  either  natural,  man-made  or  both.  The 
degree  of  visual  sensitivity  and  visibility  of  the  project  area  is  related  to  those  elements  that 
help  to  define  the  character  and  context  of  the  site.  The  effects  consider  the  existing  character 
of  the  Park,  landscaping  characteristics,  the  system  of  pedestrian  paths,  streets,  and  open 
space,  and  the  quality  of  the  views  into  the  proposed  site  from  public  vantage  points  and 
circulation  routes.  Analysis  of  visual  quality  impacts  often  relies  upon  determining  the  extent 
of  change  to  the  dominant  visual  features  in  the  area.  Visual  quality  and  the  aesthetic  value  of 
a  given  location  in  its  current  condition  is  also,  to  an  extent,  a  subjective  judgment  by  the 
observer.  Standards  for  determining  the  significance  of  visual  impacts  from  development  of 
the  proposed  project  are  based  on  professional  judgments  and  commonly  accepted  urban 
planning  and  design  principles.  To  assist  in  the  analysis  of  visual  impacts,  visual  simulations 
of  the  proposed  project  have  been  prepared.  A  visual  simulation  is  a  photograph  of  the  project 
site  or  area  with  project  elements  superimposed  over  the  photograph  through  the  use  of 
computer  imaging  techniques.    The  purpose  of  the  visual  simulation  is  to  depict  the  relative 
height,  massing  and  scale  of  the  project  elements  as  seen  from  a  range  of  vantage  points 
against  the  backdrop  of  the  existing  environment.  In  addition,  view  blockage  is  indicated 
where  view  blockage  from  project  construction  would  occur.  Texture  and  form  are  also 
indicated  as  appropriate  to  each  viewpoint  location.  Some  of  the  visual  simulations  developed 
for  the  six  selected  viewpoints  were  prepared  relatively  early  in  the  design  process,  and, 
therefore,  do  not  include  all  architectural  detailing  and  landscape  features  that  would  be 
incorporated  in  the  project.  These  visual  simulations,  presented  in  Figures  13  through  18, 

Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _  FINAL  EIR 

  57   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
B.  Visual  Quality 


illustrate  the  major  changes  that  would  occur  on  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  as  a  result  of 
construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  related  surface  improvements.  The 
views  assume  development  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  between  Fulton  Street  and 
Middle  Drive  East  (see  Figure  10,  p.  18)  as  noted  in  the  Project  Description,  the  Underground 
Through  Street  is  an  un-funded  public  enhancement  of  the  project.  Therefore,  this  analysis 
would  be  a  conservative,  full  build-out  illustration  of  potential  effects.  Where  appropriate  in 
the  simulations,  the  figure  depicts  enhanced  landscaping,  removal  of  parking,  and  narrowing 
of  roadways.  These  changes  would  be  illustrative  of  the  general  visual  character  resulting 
from  implementation  of  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  projects.  Final  landscape  plans  have  not  been 
developed,  and  could  vary  from  elements  in  the  figures.  Overall  conclusions,  however,  would 
be  expected  to  be  consistent  with  the  information  shown. 

Phase  I  —  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse  Surface  Improvements 

The  main  structure  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  be  visible  from 
the  surface  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  only  features  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking 
Facility  that  would  be  visible  from  any  area  in  the  Park  would  be  the  Parking  Facility 
pedestrian  entrances  to  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  the  reconstructed  stairs  and  ramps  from 
the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  to  the  upper  Concourse  level  as  part  of  the  surface  improvements 
to  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  the  three  reconstructed  pedestrian  tunnels  at  the  northeast, 
southeast,  and  southwest  of  the  Concourse,  the  vehicle  ramps  from  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Academy  Drive  (Music  Concourse  Drive),  and  the  ventilation  structures. 

Ventilation  shafts  proposed  in  the  project  area  would  be  located  to  the  south  of  Kennedy  Drive 
adjacent  to  the  de Young  Museum  and  to  the  north  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences, 
west  of  Academy  Drive.  The  shafts,  made  of  steel,  painted  green  with  a  wire  mesh  to  support 
vines,  would  be  concealed  behind  existing  trees  and  new  landscaping  and  would  not  be  visible 
from  the  Concourse  or  along  the  existing  pedestrian  path  to  the  Concourse.  The  ventilation 
shafts  would,  therefore,  not  alter  the  general  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity 
or  the  overall  Park. 
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The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  pedestrian  entrance  north  of  the  Music  Concourse 
Bowl,  and  the  reconstructed  stairs  that  would  connect  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  to  the  upper 
Concourse  level  are  illustrated  in  Figure  13.  The  under-construction  New  de Young  Museum 
is  also  visible  in  this  view,  with  overall  massing,  and  not  final  architectural  details  or 
landscaping  of  the  New  Museum.  The  proposed  changes  would  alter  the  existing  views. 
However,  these  changes  would  not  detract  from  the  dominant  visual  features  that  define  the 
landscape  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  its  surroundings  and  no  scenic  views  would  be 
obstructed. 

A  variant  to  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  is  also  being  considered  that  would  replace  the 
pedestrian  tunnel  with  a  new  walkway  at  the  surface  above  the  parking  facility.  The  north 
tunnel  portal  at  the  Concourse  Bowl  would  be  replaced  in  its  current  location  after 
construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  would  remain  as  an  architectural 
feature  in  the  Concourse  Bowl  without  a  pedestrian  opening.  The  south  portal  would  be 
removed  and  the  existing  depressed  walkway  that  currently  slopes  down  into  the  tunnel  would 
be  filled  in.  A  new  walkway  at  the  surface  would  be  added  above  the  line  of  the  existing 
tunnel  and  would  connect  across  Academy  Drive  to  the  west  end  of  the  new  pedestrian  ramp 
leading  down  into  the  Concourse  Bowl. 

This  variant  would  alter  existing  views  in  the  Concourse,  but  would  not  detract  from  the 
overall  visual  features  that  define  the  landscape  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Although  the  tunnel 
pathway  would  be  removed,  the  contours  of  the  area  would  not  be  altered  and  no  major  scenic 
views  would  be  impacted.  The  addition  of  the  surface  walkway  would  not  significantly  alter 
the  visual  characteristics  of  that  portion  of  the  Concourse.  Therefore,  impacts  on  visual 
quality  resulting  from  this  tunnel  variant  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Figure  14  focuses  on  the  changes  to  the  entrance  to  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnel  at  the 
northeast  of  the  Music  Concourse.  As  illustrated  in  this  view,  the  tunnel  would  continue  as  a 
pedestrian  route  in  and  out  of  the  Concourse,  independent  of  the  Parking  Facility.  The  U.S. 
Grant  monument  would  be  relocated  about  15  feet  southwest  of  its  current  location,  as  also 
shown  in  Figure  14.  This  change  would  not  degrade  the  overall  visual  character  of  the  Music 
Concourse  nor  obstruct  any  significant  views. 
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Figure  15  shows  views  of  the  proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  from  Tenth  Avenue  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  at  Fulton  Street.  About  five  trees  along  Tenth  Avenue  would 
be  removed  for  construction  of  the  proposed  access  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 
However,  new  trees  would  be  planted  as  part  of  the  proposed  project  as  illustrated  in  Figure 
15.  As  seen  in  Figure  15,  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  provides  a  visual  opening  at  the 
perimeter  of  the  Park.    The  introduction  of  a  tunnel  and  ramp  would  change  the  visual 
configuration  of  the  surface  roadway.  In  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this  change 
would  not  degrade  overall  visual  quality.  Trees  and  vegetation  inside  the  Park  already  screen 
views  from  this  location.  Therefore,  the  proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  along  Tenth  Avenue 
would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  that  the  residents,  north  of  the  Park  and  along  Tenth 
Avenue,  can  have  from  outside  the  Park.  The  proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  would  not  obstruct 
any  significant  distant  views  of  the  Park  from  surrounding  areas. 

Figure  16  shows  the  views  southwest  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  near  Kennedy  Drive  with  the 
removal  of  surface  parking  areas  around  the  Music  Concourse,  reconfiguration  of  circulation 
areas,  relocation  of  monuments,  and  landscaping  improvements.  The  figure  shows  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  in  an  illustrative  manner  in  order  to  identify  the  overall  mass 
of  the  structure,  but  the  details  of  the  building  have  not  yet  been  completed.  The  removal  of 
surface  parking  areas,  reduction  of  roadway  areas,  and  increase  in  landscaped  areas  around  the 
Music  Concourse  Area  would  expand  the  landscaped  area  and  would  enhance  the  visual  quality 
of  the  Concourse.  The  relocation  of  the  U.S.  Grant  monument  to  its  new  site,  as  seen  in 
Figure  16,  would  maintain  its  visibility  and  mark  the  entrance  to  the  Music  Concourse  from 
Tea  Garden  Drive. 

Figure  17  shows  the  Academy  Drive  ramp  proposed  with  Phase  I  of  the  project,  viewed  from 
northeast  of  the  intersection  of  King  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  The  figure  illustrates 
landscape  improvements  and  surface  parking  removal  as  well  the  slope  of  the  ramp  and 
reconfiguration  of  circulation  at  the  Academy  Drive  entrance.  The  introduction  of  the  ramp 
and  tunnel  into  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  change  the  visual  configuration  of  the 
surface  roadway.  However,  as  illustrated  in  this  view,  the  tunnel  entrance  would  be  partially 
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visible  from  the  adjacent  roadway.  In  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this  change  would 
not  degrade  the  overall  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  alter  any  significant  views. 

In  addition,  the  removal  of  surface  parking  and  the  expansion  of  landscaped  area  would 
enhance  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  Concourse.  Trees  and  vegetation  inside  the  Park 
already  screen  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  from  this  location.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
Academy  Drive  tunnel  and  ramp  would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  of  the  Park  from 
surrounding  areas. 

Phase  II  —  Underground  Through  Street 

Figure  18  shows  the  view  south  entering  the  Park  from  the  northeast  corner  of  Eighth  Avenue 
near  Kennedy  Drive,  including  the  entrance  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street.  From 
this  location,  trees  block  views  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Approximately  18  trees  would  be 
removed  in  order  to  accommodate  the  ramp.  Most  of  the  trees  to  be  removed  are  smaller  and 
removal  would  not  substantially  reduce  screening  or  shading  in  the  area.  Given  the  size  of 
these  trees,  and  that  numerous  trees  would  remain  in  proximity  to  the  project  area,  significant 
views  in  the  area  would  not  be  adversely  impacted. 

The  proposed  ramp  and  through  road  would  also  be  below  the  roadway  level  of  Kennedy 
Drive  and  would  thus  not  substantially  alter  the  visual  characteristics  of  that  portion  of  the 
road  or  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  introduction  of  a  tunnel  and  ramp  would  change  the 
visual  configuration  of  the  surface  roadway  and  would  be  a  noticeable  change  seen  from 
nearby  areas.  However,  in  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this  change  would  not  degrade 
overall  visual  quality. 

Figure  19  illustrates  the  proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  from 
Middle  Drive  East.  About  50  trees  would  be  removed  and  a  portion  of  the  hillside  to  the  east 
of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  building  would  also  be  graded  to  accommodate  the 
tunnel.  These  changes  would  alter  the  view  north  from  Middle  Drive  East  looking  towards  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences.  Only  a  limited  area  to  the  east  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  would  be  affected  with  these  changes  and  it  would  not  change  the  overall  visual 
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character  of  the  Park.  The  existing  service  road  at  the  east  side  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  building  is  already  below  the  level  of  Middle  Drive  East.  The  proposed  new  design 
of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  would  remove  this  descending  service  roadway.  The 
Phase  II  tunnel  and  ramp  would  also  be  below  the  roadway  level  of  Middle  Drive  East  and 
would  be  a  similar  feature  and  thus  would  not  significantly  alter  the  visual  characteristics  of 
that  portion  of  Middle  Drive  East  and  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  new  construction  would 
also  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views. 

Overall,  as  illustrated  in  the  visual  simulations  presented  in  Figures  13  to  19,  the  proposed 
Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  Phase  II  Concourse  surface  Underground  Through 
Street  improvements  would  not  significantly  affect  the  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse 
area.  No  significant  scenic  views  would  be  obstructed.  The  views  of  the  Music  Concourse 
from  different  vantage  points  within  the  Music  Concourse  Area  would  be  altered.  Landscape 
changes  would  be  intended  to  enhance  the  visual  character  of  the  area.  The  proposed  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Phase  II  Concourse  surface  Underground  Through  Street 
improvements  would  not  disturb  the  formal  and  symmetrical  character  of  the  Music  Concourse 
or  the  naturalistic  and  pastoral  character  of  its  surroundings.  The  tunnels  and  ramps  at  Tenth 
Avenue,  Eighth  Avenue,  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  change  the  visual  characteristics 
locally;  however,  these  changes  would  not  adversely  affect  the  visual  quality  of  the  Music 
Concourse  area  or  the  Park. 

The  changes  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  not  substantially  alter  the  perimeter  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
characterized  by  dense  growth  of  mature  trees  that  separate  the  park  from  surrounding  urban 
character.  Tenth  Avenue  would  continue  as  a  roadway  opening  in  this  perimeter.  The  Phase 
II  Underground  Through  would  not  adversely  affect  the  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse 
area  or  the  Park,  and  therefore  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  visual  resources. 
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Other  Proposition  J  Projects 

Intra-Park  Shuttle 

The  GGPCA  introduced  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  as  a  pilot  program  (in  two  phases)  to  provide 
free  transportation  to  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park  on  Saturdays,  Sundays  and  holidays.  The 
Intra-Park  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  was  not  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan.  As  a  pilot  program,  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  was  found  to  be  exempt  from 
environmental  review  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Therefore, 
this  document  does  not  analyze  visual  impacts  of  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  pilot  program.  A 
separate  environmental  review  would  be  conducted  if  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  is  found  to  be 
feasible  in  the  pilot  study  and  accepted  as  a  possible  development  in  the  Park.  However, 
operation  of  buses  in  the  Park  is  a  current  condition  and  the  implementation  of  the  Intra-Park 
Shuttle  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  visual  quality  in  the  Park. 

Traffic  Calming 

Proposed  traffic  calming  measures  under  Proposition  J  would  include: 

•  Re-striping  of  King  Drive  to  enhance  visibility  at  crosswalks  and  bicycle  lanes. 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Academy  Drive  in  conjunction  with  Music  Concourse  area  surface 
improvements  (to  be  developed). 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Middle  Drive  East  in  conjunction  with  the  Concourse  Parking 
Facility,  as  needed. 

•  Testing  and  installation  of  changeable  speed  signs  along  Kennedy  Drive. 

The  above  measures  would  improve  visibility  of  pedestrians  at  cross  walks  and  bicycle  lanes 
and  would  enhance  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  Park  for  all  Park  users  in  those  areas. 
These  improvement  measures  would  not  degrade  the  character  of  the  surrounding  area  nor 
block  any  scenic  views.  Therefore,  the  above  traffic  calming  measures  would  not  result  in  an 
adverse  visual  quality  effect. 

Other  traffic  calming  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  proposed 
to  be  implemented  as  part  of  Proposition  J  (see  Chapter  II,  Project  Description)  were  analyzed 
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for  visual  quality  impacts  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR.  The  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  EIR  did  not  identify  any  adverse  visual  impacts  with  these  improvements. 
According  to  the  analysis,  visual  quality  would  be  enhanced  for  pedestrians,  cyclists,  and  other 
Park  users  in  those  areas.5  Further  visual  quality  analysis  is  not  required. 

Parking  Management 

Parking  management  measures  that  would  be  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  would  include 
elimination  of  approximately  200  surface  parking  spaces  within  the  immediate  Music 
Concourse  area  in  conjunction  with  the  800-space  Concourse  Parking  Facility.  Of  the  other 
600  surface  spaces  to  be  removed,  approximately  60  percent  would  be  east  of  Crossover  Drive 
and  the  remaining  40  percent  west  of  Crossover  Drive.  The  above  parking  management 
measures  would  free  up  space  currently  occupied  by  parking  spaces  for  park  landscaping. 
Landscaping  of  these  spaces  would  enhance  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse 
area  and  the  Park.  These  activities  would  not  in  any  way  degrade  the  visual  character  of  the 
Music  Concourse  area  and  the  Park  nor  obstruct  any  scenic  views;  thus,  would  not  result  in  an 
adverse  visual  quality  effect. 

Other  parking  management  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  that 
will  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  (see  Chapter  II,  Project  Description)  were 
analyzed  for  visual  quality  effects  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR.  The  analysis 
concluded  that  the  measures  would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  visual  quality  effects.6 
Therefore,  further  visual  quality  analysis  would  not  be  required. 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements 

Bicycle,  skating  and  pedestrian  improvement  measures  under  Proposition  J  include: 

•  Installation  of  new  fluorescent-paint  pedestrian  crossing  signs  and  ladder  markings  at 
approximately  100  crosswalks,  to  improve  pedestrian  safety  throughout  the  Park. 

•  Provision  for  bicycle  parking  at  all  major  attractions. 

•  Elimination  of  vehicle  parking  on  selected  Park  roadways,  to  be  determined,  to  provide 
more  right-of-way  for  bicycles. 
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The  above  improvements  would  not  affect  visual  quality  of  the  Park.  These  improvements 
would  not  degrade  the  visual  character  of  the  Park  nor  obstruct  any  scenic  views. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  that 
would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects,  were  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan  EIR  for  visual  quality  effects.  No  adverse  visual  quality  effects  were 
identified.7  Further  visual  quality  analysis  is  not  required. 

Road  Closures 

The  road  closures  that  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  were  identified 
in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  studied  the 
visual  quality  effects  of  the  proposed  road  closures.  Road  closures  would  reduce  the  amount 
of  pavement  and  increase  the  amount  of  landscape,  trail,  and  pathway  areas  in  the  Park; 
consequently,  enhancing  the  visual  quality  for  Park  users. 8  No  adverse  visual  quality  impacts 
were  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR.  Further  visual  analysis  is  not 
required. 

MUNI  Service  Improvements 

The  GGPCA  would  work  cooperatively  with  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  to 
enhance  and  market  transit  routes  to  Golden  Gate  Park.  These  changes  are  part  of  an  overall 
MUNI  plan  independent  of  the  GGPCA  Projects.  Planned  MUNI  improvements  that  are 
related  to  the  GGPCA  Projects  include  use  of  new  destination  signage  on  the 
44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  to  identify  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  destination  on  this  route.  This 
improvement  would  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  environmental  impact. 

Cultural  Shuttle 

The  proposed  Cultural  Shuttle  route  would  operate  two-way  at  15-minute  intervals  on 
weekends  and  holidays  providing  connections  to  Golden  Gate  Park  from  various  transit  hubs 
and  tourist  attractions  in  the  City.  The  Cultural  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  and 
was  not  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Preliminary  planning  and  feasibility 
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studies  are  currently  underway.  A  schedule  for  the  Cultural  Shuttle  operation  is  yet  to  be 
determined.  Therefore,  this  document  does  not  include  visual  quality  analysis  of  the  proposed 
Cultural  Shuttle.  Based  on  the  determination  of  the  feasibility  study,  a  separate  environmental 
review  would  be  conducted  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Cultural  Shuttle. 

Therefore,  in  summary,  the  following  elements  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in 
significant  visual  quality  impacts:  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse 
surface  improvements,  Traffic  Calming,  Parking  Management,  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian 
Movements,  and  Road  Closures.  Additional  improvements  in  the  Concourse,  which  include 
both  variants  of  the  Southwest  pedestrian  tunnel,  the  Eighth  Avenue  ramp,  and  installation  of 
ventilation  shafts,  would  not  result  in  visual  impacts.  The  above  GGPCA  project  elements 
would  not  degrade  the  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  Area  or  the  Park  as  a  whole. 
The  naturalistic  and  pastoral  character  of  the  Park  or  the  formal  and  symmetrical  pattern  of  the 
Music  Concourse  would  not  be  disturbed.  Significant  scenic  views  would  not  be  obstructed 
with  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  these  elements  of  the  proposed  project  would  not 
diminish  or  remove  features  that  qualify  Golden  Gate  Park  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  affect  the  ability  of  the  Concourse  to  qualify  as  a  contributing  part  of  a  larger 
Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District,  or  affect  the  eligibility  of  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden  and  potential  eligibility  of  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  as  individual  California 
Register  listings.  Other  elements  of  the  Section  8  projects  that  include  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle, 
MUNI  Service  Improvements,  and  Cultural  Shuttle  would  be  analyzed  for  visual  quality 
impacts  in  future  environmental  reviews. 

Construction  Impacts 

The  visual  character  of  the  various  areas  of  the  Park  would  be  temporarily  disrupted  during 
project  construction  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  or  the  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street.  For  example,  during  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  soil 
and  sediment  would  be  exposed,  some  surrounding  vegetation  would  be  removed,  and  heavy 
machinery  would  be  in  use.  Various  construction  projects  all  around  the  Park  would  increase 
the  intensity  of  this  temporary  visual  impact.  Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility, 
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would  be  constructed  in  about  22  months.  Other  construction  in  the  Concourse  area  would  be 
underway  with  temporary  visual  quality  effects,  including  the  under-construction  New 
de Young  Museum  to  be  completed  by  2005.  The  proposed  new  Academy  of  Sciences  would 
be  under  construction  from  about  2004  to  2007.  The  Phase  II,  Underground  Through  Street, 
an  unfunded  improvement,  could  be  under  construction  during  the  same  period.  The  other 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  projects  would  be  phased  over  a  seven-  to  ten-year  period  and 
projects  would  be  coordinated  by  zone  to  minimize  visual  impacts  in  the  Park. 9  In  addition, 
routine  measures  such  as  installation  of  visual  screens  would  be  incorporated  in  the  project  to 
hide  construction  areas  from  Park  visitors.  Consequently,  the  temporary  visual  impacts  during 
construction  would  be  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent  practically  possible,  and  would  not  be  a 
significant  adverse  effect. 


NOTES  -  Visual  Quality 

'     San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission,  October  1998,  p.  9-5. 

2  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  107. 

3  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  107. 

4  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  New  deYoung  Museum  Revisions  to  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  1999. 455E,  certified  December  6,  2001,  p.  29-29a. 

5  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  191-192. 

6  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  191-192. 

7  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  191-192. 

8  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  191-192. 

9  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  197. 
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C.  HISTORIC  RESOURCES1 
SETTING 

This  setting  section  includes  information  on  the  history,  architecture  and  significance  of 
existing  landscape  features,  buildings  and  monuments  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park  and  near 
the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility, 
other  GGPCA  TIP  projects,  and  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  site.  Architectural 
surveys,  designations,  and  evaluations  completed  for  the  site  and  vicinity,  including  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Proposed  Underground  Parking  Structure:  Evaluation  of  the  Potential 
Effect  on  Historical  Resources,  prepared  by  Page  &  Turnbull,  Inc.,  and  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,  and  local  historic  listings  are 
summarized  in  this  section. 

PROJECT  SITE 

The  project  site  includes  all  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  a  1,017-acre,  rectangular  tract  bounded  by 
The  Great  Highway,  Lincoln  Way,  Stanyan  Street  and  Fulton  Street.  The  Park,  one  of  the 
most  historic  urban  parks  in  the  United  States,  was  begun  in  1871.  Originally  an  unimproved 
expanse  of  sand  dunes  and  chaparral,  the  area  was  transformed  into  a  naturalistic  assemblage 
of  meadows,  forests,  groves  and  lakes.  Paths,  roads,  and  recreational  and  cultural  facilities 
have  been  added  since  1872.  This  transformation  occurred  under  the  direction  of  the  first 
Park  Superintendent,  William  Hammond  Hall,  and  early  development  continued  under  John 
McLaren,  who  became  the  Park  Superintendent  in  1890  and  held  that  post  until  his  death  in 
1942.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  divided  into  two  primary  sections,  roughly  east  and  west  of 
Strawberry  Hill  and  Crossover  Drive.  The  eastern  half  is  more  intensively  developed  and 
manicured  whereas  the  western  half  is  wilder  in  character  with  dense  pine,  Monterey  cypress 
and  eucalyptus  woodlands,  lakes  and  other  features.  Throughout  the  Park,  meadows  and 
horticultural  displays  were  spatially  organized  among  the  forest  groves  and  along  circulation 
networks  to  create  pastoral  settings  and  views.  Landscape  features  are  organized  along  a 
circulation  network  of  two  primary  winding,  east-west  roads:  Kennedy  Drive  and  King  Drive. 
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Secondary  roads  and  pedestrian  pathways  supplement  the  primary  road  network  and  define 
important  cultural  nodes  such  as  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers  and  the  Music  Concourse. 

The  area  east  of  Stow  Lake  was  developed  under  McLaren  for  the  California  Mid- Winter 
International  Exposition  (Mid- Winter  Fair),  which  opened  in  January  1894.  A  follow-up  to 
the  successful  1893  Chicago  World's  Columbian  Exposition,  the  Mid- Winter  Fair  was  meant 
to  provide  a  boost  to  the  local  economy  and  showcase  California's  healthy  year-round  climate 
and  domestic  industries.  The  Music  Concourse,  originally  developed  as  the  landscaped 
"Grand  Court  of  Honor"  for  the  Mid-Winter  Fair,  was  the  focal  center  for  over  180  fair 
buildings  constructed  at  its  edges.  Most  of  the  buildings  were  temporary  structures 
constructed  in  eclectic  styles.  The  last  of  the  original  fair  buildings,  the  Fine  Arts  Building 
and  Bavarian  Palace,  which  had  been  incorporated  as  part  of  the  M.H.  de Young  Memorial 
Museum,  were  demolished  as  part  of  new  construction  and  renovation  efforts  in  1930. 

Landscape  Features 

Between  1882  and  1936,  14  lakes  were  developed  in  the  Park  ranging  in  size  from  .2  to  12.7 
acres.  Horticultural  attractions  in  the  Park  include  the  Strybing  Arboretum  and  Botanical 
Gardens  (begun  1937),  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  (1894),  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers  (1878) 
and  Conservatory  Valley  and  Lawn  (1872),  the  Shakespeare  Garden  (1928),  and  the  John 
McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell  (reconstructed  in  1942).  Other  major  landscape  features  include 
the  tree  ferns  (1939),  the  Rose  Garden  (1961),  and  the  Queen  Wilhelmina  Tulip  Garden 
(1962).  Another  major  landscape  feature,  the  Music  Concourse  (1894,  rebuilt  1896),  is  the 
proposed  location  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

Music  Concourse 

The  Music  Concourse  is  a  large  open  space  between  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (Band 
Shell)  at  the  west  end  and  the  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  which  sits  atop  a  grassy  slope  at 
the  east  end.  Flanked  by  the  de  Young  Museum,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  the  Music  Concourse  is  the  cultural  center  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
bowl  of  the  Concourse  (Music  Concourse  Bowl)  is  approximately  10  feet  below  the 
surrounding  roadways  (Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive)  and  is  connected  with  five  sets 
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of  stairs,  and  several  ramps,  illustrated  in  Figure  20.  The  arrangement  is  formal  and 
symmetrical  with  concrete  paths,  regularly  spaced  pollarded  deciduous  trees,  and  rows  of 
benches  at  the  west  end  of  the  Concourse  that  are  oriented  toward  the  Band  Shell.  The 
Rideout  Fountain  (1924)  is  at  the  center  of  the  Music  Concourse  with  two  fountains,  the 
Charles  Hall  Page  Fountains  (1914),  to  the  east  and  west  along  the  central  east- west  pathway. 
Another  fountain,  donated  by  Phoebe  Apperson  Hearst  and  designed  by  architects  Bake  well  & 
Brown,  is  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Music  Concourse.2 

Covering  almost  nine  acres,  the  original  concourse  was  constructed  in  1894  as  the  Grand 
Court  of  Honor,  illustrated  in  Figure  20,  for  the  California  Mid-Winter  International 
Exposition.  The  layout  and  design  of  the  Music  Concourse  has  often  been  attributed  to  Park 
Superintendent  John  McLaren.  Early  photographs  of  the  previously  undeveloped  site  (labeled 
on  early  maps  as  "Concert  Valley")  show  a  natural  declivity  covered  with  grasses  and  small 
trees  planted  by  gardeners.  The  natural  valley  was  hollowed  out  and  graded  in  1894  by  men 
using  mule  teams  and  scrapers.  The  spot  was  considered  to  be  ideal  for  a  promenade  ground 
and  bandstand  due  to  its  sheltered  location. 

Japanese  Tea  Garden 

Northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse  on  Tea  Garden  Drive,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  is  also  a 
relic  of  the  1894  Mid-Winter  Fair.  It  is  a  five-acre  landscape  consisting  of  Japanese  gardens 
of  several  types,  a  moss-covered  hill,  curved  wood  bridges,  tori  gates,  sculpture  and  several 
Japanese-style  pagodas.  The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  was  inspired  by  "hill  and  water"  landscape 
concepts  and  it  is  designed  to  evoke  the  feeling  of  a  rural  Japanese  garden.  Evergreen  and 
deciduous  accent  plants,  as  well  as  traditional  hand-crafted  gates  and  bridges  are  found  among 
the  meandering  paths.  A  thick  canopy  of  trees  shelters  the  garden  from  the  adjacent  Music 
Concourse.  Following  the  closure  of  the  Mid- Winter  Fair,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  was 
retained  as  a  Park  attraction. 
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The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  has  undergone  several  enlargements  and  renovations  over  the  past 
century.  The  first  was  in  1902  when  it  was  enlarged.  In  1916,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  was 
again  enlarged,  this  time  with  pagodas  salvaged  from  the  Japanese  Pavilion  at  the  Panama 
Pacific  International  Exposition.  The  garden  was  enlarged  one  last  time  in  1925  to  its  present 
five  acres.  Since  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  has  undergone  a 
series  of  changes.  During  World  War  II  the  garden  was  renamed  the  "Oriental  Tea  Garden" 
and  the  Hagiwara  House  that  stood  on  the  property  was  demolished.  In  1952,  following  a 
successful  letter-writing  campaign,  the  original  name  of  the  garden  was  reinstated.  The 
following  year  the  Japanese  government  donated  a  Zen  garden  and  a  9,000  pound  Lantern  of 
Peace  as  a  gesture  of  reconciliation.  During  the  1960s  and  1970s  further  monuments  and 
plaques  were  dedicated  including  a  monument  to  the  Hagiwara  family  and  another  one  to 
Japanese  pioneers.  In  1985  the  gardens  were  rehabilitated. 

John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell 

The  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell  is  a  twenty-five  acre  grove  of  tree-sized 
rhododendrons  east  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Rhododendrons  were  first  planted  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  in  the  1880's  when  Joseph  Hooker,  the  Director  of  Kew  Gardens  in  London  visited 
San  Francisco  and  noted  San  Francisco's  ideal  climate  for  this  plant,  originally  from  Asia.  By 
1893,  Golden  Gate  Park  contained  forty-four  varieties  of  rhododendrons.  By  1924,  a  total  of 
one  hundred  and  seventy  rhododendron  species  had  been  introduced  to  the  park,  most  of  which 
were  located  in  the  first  Rhododendron  Grove  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  park.  This  first 
Rhododendron  Dell  was  destroyed  in  1925  to  make  way  for  the  construction  of  the  Kezar 
Stadium.  In  1940,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  accepted  funds  collected  by  private  citizens  to 
establish  the  new  "John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell,"  completed  in  1945  in  its  present 
location. 

Storms  in  the  1980s  and  early  1990s  damaged  the  rhododendrons,  but  led  to  current  efforts 
planned  to  rehabilitate  and  protect  the  Dell.  Today,  the  Dell  includes  over  100  varieties  of 
young  and  mature  Rhododendrons,  shade  trees,  and  accent  plantings  separated  by  a  series  of 
gravel  paths.  It  also  contains  a  bronze  statue  of  McLaren  by  M.  Earl  Cummings  that  stands 
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directly  on  the  ground.  The  entry  to  the  Dell  lies  just  east  of  the  intersection  of  Eighth 
Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive  and  is  protected  by  a  windbreak  of  Pine,  Cypress,  and  under  story 
shrubs. 

Buildings,  Structures,  and  Monuments 

The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (1900),  the  New  de Young  Museum  (under  construction),  and 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  (1916)  are  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  Monuments  in 
the  Music  Concourse  area  that  may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  GGPCA  projects  include  the 
Francis  Scott  Key  (1887),  U.S.  Grant  (1896),  and  the  Padre  Junipero  Serra  (1907) 
monuments.  Other  structures  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  that  may  be  affected  by  the  project 
include  the  three  pedestrian  tunnels  providing  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  dating 
from  about  1900,  and  the  pedestrian  underpass  beneath  Kennedy  Drive  between  the  Music 
Concourse  and  Fulton  Street  (1896).  These  are  discussed  further  below. 

Spreckels  Temple  of  Music 

The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (Band  Shell)  is  at  the  west  end  of  the  Music  Concourse, 
shown  in  Figure  21.  The  Band  Shell  was  completed  a  few  years  following  the  1898 
rehabilitation  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  is  physically  and  functionally  part  of  the  landscape. 
The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  is  reached  from  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  by  a  series  of 
granite  steps.  The  reinforced  concrete  and  Colusa  sandstone-clad  structure  measures  roughly 
240  feet  in  width  and  80  feet  high.  The  structure  is  composed  of  an  arched  pavilion  that  is 
flanked  by  two  peristyles  composed  of  engaged  Ionic  columns.  The  stage  has  a  coffered 
ceiling  and  a  curved  wall  which  separates  it  from  the  backstage  dressing  rooms.  The  facade  of 
the  central  pavilion  is  articulated  by  Corinthian  columns,  figural  sculpture,  a  frieze  and  a 
denticulate  broken  cornice. 

The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  is  a  Beaux-Arts  style  band  shell  designed  by  the  Ecole  des 
Beaux-Arts-trained  Reid  Brothers,  one  of  San  Francisco's  most  prominent  architecture  firms. 
It  was  commissioned  in  1898  by  San  Francisco  sugar  baron  Claus  Spreckels.  The  Temple  of 
Music  was  erected  the  following  year  and  dedicated  by  Spreckels  on  September  9,  1900.  The 
construction  of  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  also  resulted  in  the  construction  of  several 
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improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse,  including  a  series  of  curved  granite  steps  at  the  west 
end  and  the  three  concrete  pedestrian  tunnels. 

The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  sustained  major  damage  in  the  1906  Earthquake  and  had  to  be 
reconstructed.  The  Temple  of  Music  was  regularly  used  and  maintained  over  the  following 
eighty-three  years  until  it  was  again  damaged  in  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  of  1989.  Since 
1992,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Bureau  of  Architecture  completed  a  seismic  upgrade 
and  rehabilitation  of  the  structure. 

de Young  Museum3 

The  M.H.  de Young  Memorial  Museum  was  demolished  in  Spring  2002  as  part  of  construction 
of  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  designed  by  Swiss  architects  Herzog  &  deMeuron.  The 
original  museum  used  the  profits  from  ticket  sales  of  the  Mid-Winter  Fair  to  convert  the 
Egyptian  Revival  Fine  and  Decorative  Arts  Building  and  the  adjacent  Royal  Bavarian  Pavilion 
into  a  permanent  museum  after  the  fair  closed.  On  March  21,  1895  the  Mid- Winter  Memorial 
Museum  opened  to  the  public  with  a  collection  of  approximately  6,000  objects,  most  of  which 
came  from  the  private  collections  of  Michael  de  Young. 

In  1916  Michael  de  Young  selected  the  innovative  San  Francisco  architect  Louis  Christian 
Mullgardt  to  design  a  new  museum  annex  for  what  was  now  being  called  the  M.H.  de  Young 
museum.  Mullgardt's  design  for  the  museum  was  conceived  in  three  phases.  The  exterior 
was  designed  in  an  eclectic  "regional"  style  inspired  by  the  ornamental  and  planar  surfaces 
found  in  Baroque  Spanish  architecture.  The  first  section  of  the  building,  known  as  the  east 
wing,  was  completed  in  1917.  The  new  annex  was  a  five-bay,  one-story  structure  surmounted 
by  a  gabled  roof  with  skylights.  A  central  wing  and  tower  and  the  one-story,  west  wing  were 
added  in  1921  and  1925.  The  three  wings  formed  a  unified  composition  with  a  125-foot, 
central,  hipped  tile  roof  tower.  The  symmetrical  U-shaped  plan  included  gallery  spaces  on 
either  side  of  the  central  section  and  formed  a  central  courtyard  at  the  primary  museum 
entrance.  The  courtyard  contained  a  garden  and  the  Pool  of  Enchantment. 
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The  M.  H.  de Young  Museum  was  the  subject  of  at  least  five  major  building  renovation 
campaigns  between  1928  and  1994,  resulting  in  the  building's  ad  hoc  appearance.  As  early  as 
1925,  a  gallery  addition  was  added  to  the  rear  of  the  east  wing.  In  1930,  a  central  rear 
addition  and  interior  modifications  added  50  galleries  to  the  museum.  During  this  renovation 
campaign  the  original  Fine  Arts  Building  and  Bavarian  Palace,  both  dating  from  the 
exposition,  were  demolished  and  replaced  by  a  parking  lot,  although  the  pair  of  Sphinxes  that 
flanked  the  entry  stairs  was  retained.  Exterior  modifications  completed  in  1949  significantly 
changed  the  appearance  of  the  de  Young.  Due  to  being  deemed  unsafe,  all  exterior  ornament 
was  removed  and  the  building  was  finished  with  plain  wall  surfaces,  allegedly  to  provide,  as 
one  historian  put  it,  a  more  modern  appearance.  In  1955,  the  Kress  Wing  and  Oakes  Garden 
Court  were  added  to  the  rear  of  the  1930  addition.  In  1965,  the  west  wing  of  the  museum  was 
demolished  and  rebuilt  as  the  Brundage  Wing.  The  new  wing,  designed  by  Gardner  Dailey, 
produced  a  similar  facade  to  the  demolished  section  but  it  provided  expanded  gallery  space. 
The  Brundage  Wing  later  would  become  home  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  thereby  dividing  the 
de  Young  building  into  two  separate  institutions.  Following  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake, 
exposed  steel  and  concrete  buttresses  were  added  to  seismically  brace  the  building. 

In  2002,  the  de  Young  Museum's  Board  of  Trustees  approved  a  project  to  demolish  the 
seismically  deficient  building  and  to  replace  it  with  a  new  museum  designed  by  the  Swiss  firm 
of  Herzog  &  de  Meuron.  The  new  museum  is  under  construction  and  scheduled  to  open  in 
2005.  Several  sculptures  and  monuments  formerly  located  on  the  site  of  the  de  Young  Museum 
(Pool  of  Enchantment,  Sundial,  Dore  Vase  and  the  Lion)  have  been  placed  into  temporary 
storage.  They  will  be  reinstalled  on  the  grounds  of  the  museum  near  their  original  locations 
with  the  exception  of  the  Pool  of  Enchantment,  which  will  be  moved  to  a  new  site  east  of  the 
museum. 

California  Academy  of  Sciences 

The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  on  the  south  side  of  Academy  Drive,  directly  opposite 
the  Music  Concourse.  It  is  an  assemblage  of  buildings  that  has  taken  shape  over  the  past  three 
quarters  of  a  century.  Consisting  of  the  Museum  of  Natural  History,  Steinhart  Aquarium  and 
Morrison  Planetarium,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  one  of  San  Francisco's  most 
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distinguished  cultural  institutions  and  one  of  the  most  important  institutions  of  its  kind  in  the 
United  States.  Founded  in  1853  and  incorporated  in  1871,  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  was  established  with  the  ambitious  mission  of  surveying  the  natural  environment  of 
the  western  third  of  the  North  American  Continent.  Originally  located  on  Market  Street,  the 
headquarters  of  the  Academy,  as  well  as  all  the  specimens,  were  destroyed  by  the  1906 
Earthquake  and  Fire.  Gradually  the  collections  were  painstakingly  rebuilt  from  specimens 
gathered  by  a  scientific  expedition  to  the  Galapagos  Islands.  These  specimens  became  the  core 
of  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences  collection  but  for  nearly  a  decade  the  Academy 
had  no  permanent  home,  with  its  collections  housed  temporarily  at  Fort  Mason.  Eventually  it 
was  decided  to  rebuild  the  Academy  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  in  1916  the  North  American 
Hall  of  Mammals  was  constructed  on  the  south  side  of  the  Music  Concourse,  on  the  former 
location  of  the  Mid-Winter  Fair's  Mechanical  Arts  Building. 

Gradually,  additional  buildings  housed  other  collections  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences.  The  earliest  section,  completed  in  1916,  was  the  North  American  Hall  of  Mammals 
and  Birds  (west  wing).  Following  it  chronologically  were  Steinhart  Aquarium  in  1923  and 
Simpson  African  Hall  (east  wing)  in  1934.  These  first  three  buildings  were  designed  by  San 
Francisco  architect  Lewis  Hobart  in  a  restrained  Classical  Revival  mode,  and  in  plan  they 
conformed  to  a  U-shaped  arrangement  enclosing  a  central  courtyard.  The  nearly  identical 
facades  of  the  east  and  west  wings  still  face  onto  the  Music  Concourse  and  retain  a  high 
degree  of  integrity.  The  corner  bays  feature  ornate  arched  entrances  elaborated  by  bold 
keystones  and  coffered  ceilings.  The  remainder  of  the  stone-clad  facades  are  largely 
windowless,  punctuated  at  regular  intervals  with  blind  pedimented  niches.  The  colonnaded 
facade  of  Steinhart  Aquarium  is  the  most  architecturally  significant  in  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences,  although  it  can  no  longer  be  seen  from  the  Music  Concourse  due  to  the 
construction  of  Cowell  Hall. 

Since  the  1950s,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  has  continued  to  expand  its  size  in  order 
to  house  its  growing  collections  and  to  accommodate  its  ever  growing  mission.  In  1969,  the 
central  courtyard  between  east  and  west  halls  and  Steinhart  Aquarium  was  in-filled  by  the 
construction  of  Cowell  Hall.  This  building,  which  was  designed  by  architect  Milton  Pflueger, 
echoes  the  classical  symmetry  of  the  east  and  west  halls  with  contemporary  materials  and 
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design  elements.  Further  modifications  to  the  Academy  of  Sciences  occurred  in  1977  and 
1990. 

Francis  Scott  Key  Monument 

The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument  is  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  illustrated  in 
Figure  21.  It  is  an  ornately  carved  Victorian  bronze  sculpture  with  a  travertine  and  marble 
base.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument  has  been  located  in  three  different  places  during  its 
114-year  history.  It  was  originally  dedicated  in  1888  east  of  what  are  now  the  tennis  courts. 
It  was  paid  for  by  a  bequest  left  by  James  Lick,  an  early  San  Francisco  pioneer  real  estate 
entrepreneur  and  amateur  astronomer.  The  52-foot  travertine  monument  was  sculpted  by 
William  Wetmore  Story.  The  podium  of  the  memorial  features  the  words  of  Francis  Scott 
Key.  After  the  tennis  courts  were  built,  the  Key  Monument  was  moved  to  the  courtyard  of  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences,  where  it  remained  until  the  construction  of  Cowell  Hall  in 
1969.  The  monument  remained  in  storage  for  ten  years  until  activists  lobbied  for  it  to  be 
refurbished  and  reassembled  at  its  current  site  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  in  1977. 

U.S.  Grant  Memorial 

The  Ulysses  S.  Grant  Memorial  is  on  the  south  side  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  close  to  the 
intersection  with  Academy  Drive  illustrated  in  Figure  22.  The  memorial  consists  of  a  granite 
pedestal  surmounted  by  a  bronze  bust  of  President  Grant.  Several  pieces  of  bronzework, 
including  a  cannonball  and  a  grouping  of  elements  on  the  front  of  the  pedestal,  are  missing.  A 
committee  was  formed  in  San  Francisco  just  weeks  following  Grant's  death  in  1885  to 
memorialize  the  Civil  War  General  and  President.  Nonetheless,  due  to  budgetary  problems, 
the  U.S.  Grant  Memorial  was  not  created  for  another  decade.  Local  sculptor  Rupert  Schmid, 
the  sculptor  of  the  bust  at  Grant's  Tomb  in  New  York,  was  retained  to  sculpt  the  bust  for  the 
San  Francisco  memorial.  Plans  were  made  to  dedicate  the  monument  on  Memorial  Day,  1896 
but  the  local  stonecutter's  union  objected  to  the  fact  that  the  pedestal  had  been  constructed  with 
prison  labor.  After  it  was  taken  down,  a  new  obelisk-shaped  pedestal,  made  of  granite 
quarried  from  the  McClennan  Quarry  in  Madera  County,  was  put  in  place  in  June.  The 
bronze  work,  which  consisted  of  the  bust,  a  group  composed  of  a  uniform,  hat, 
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trench  coat,  rifle,  spear  and  sword,  as  well  as  a  band  of  shields  inscribed  with  Grant's  Civil 
War  battles,  was  cast  in  Europe.  The  U.S.  Grant  Memorial  was  accepted  by  the  Park 
Commission  on  December  9,  1896. 

Padre  Junipero  Serra  Monument 

The  Junipero  Serra  Monument  is  located  at  the  junction  of  Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives 
illustrated  in  Figure  22.  The  piece,  commissioned  by  San  Francisco  Mayor  James  Phelan, 
consists  of  a  bronze  statue  of  Father  Serra  holding  a  cross  and  offering  a  benediction.  The 
statue  rests  on  a  granite  base  by  architect  Edgar  Matthews.  The  plaster  mock  up  was  the  last 
commission  executed  by  Oakland  sculptor  Douglas  Tilden.  Conceived  in  1903,  the  Serra 
Monument  was  unveiled  by  the  Native  Sons  of  the  Golden  West  on  November  17,  1907. 

Robert  Burns  Memorial 

A  gift  from  the  Scottish  citizens  of  San  Francisco  in  1908,  the  Robert  Burns  Memorial  is  at  the 
edge  of  a  grove  that  separates  the  Music  Concourse  from  the  Rhododendron  Dell  near 
Kennedy  Drive.  The  bronze  statue  rests  on  a  carved  granite  base  designed  by  the  architects 
John  Bakewell,  Jr.  and  Arthur  Brown,  Jr. 

Goethe  &  Schiller  Monument 

The  Goethe  &  Schiller  Monument  is  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Music  Concourse  precinct, 
near  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  monument,  dedicated  on  August  11,  1901,  was 
commissioned  by  San  Francisco's  German- American  community  in  order  to  commemorate  the 
friendship  and  collaboration  of  German  authors  Johann  Wolfgang  von  Goethe  and  Johann 
Christoph  Friedrich  von  Schiller.  The  statue  is  a  copy  of  the  original  cast  in  Dresden, 
Germany  that  was  dedicated  in  1857,  by  Ernst  Reitschel.  The  Goethe  &  Schiller  Monument 
was  originally  located  across  from  the  entrance  of  the  M.  H.  de Young  Museum,  but  in  the 
1920s  was  moved  to  its  present  location. 
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General  John  Joseph  Pershing  Monument 

The  John  Joseph  Pershing  Monument  is  located  on  the  main  axis  of  the  Music  Concourse,  on 
the  east  side  of  Concourse  Drive.  The  bronze  figure  was  commissioned  by  Dr.  Morris 
Herzstein,  and  cast  in  1921  by  the  local  sculptor  Haig  Patigian  using  photographs  of  General 
Pershing.  Upon  Herzstein's  death  in  1927,  he  left  an  endowment  for  the  upkeep  of  the 
monument. 

In  addition  to  the  Key,  Grant,  Serra,  Goethe  &  Schiller,  and  Burns  monuments,  the  Music 
Concourse  area  has  the  largest  concentration  of  monuments  and  statues  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
which  include  the  Buddha  at  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  (1945);  the  William  Shakespeare 
Monument  (1928)  and  Sundial  (1928)  in  the  Shakespeare  Garden,  west  of  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences;  and  the  Thomas  Starr  King  (1892)  monument  at  the  east  end  of  the 
Music  Concourse  area;  the  Robert  Emmet  (1919),  Ludwig  Van  Beethoven  (1915),  and 
Giuseppi  Verdi  (1914)  monuments  west  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences;  Leonidas  (the  "Roman 
Gladiator")  (1884),  the  Dore  Vase  (1893),  and  the  Apple  Cider  Press  (1894)  near  the  north 
perimeter  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl,  which  were  all  retained  from  the  Mid-Winter  Fair; 
and  the  Lion  (1906),  Pool  of  Enchantment  (1917),  Sundial  (1907)  Sphinxes  (1903)  and  Miguel 
de  Cervantes  de  Saavedra  Grouping  (1916)  near  the  de Young  Museum  (Most  of  those  are  in 
storage  during  de  Young  construction.).  The  Music  Concourse  is  also  home  to  four  fountains  - 
the  Rideout  Fountain  (1924)  at  the  center  of  the  Music  Concourse;  a  pair  of  fountains,  known 
as  the  Charles  Hall  Page  Fountains  (1914),  flanking  the  Rideout  Fountain;  and  the  Phoebe 
Apperson  Hearst  Memorial  Fountain  (1926),  on  the  south  side  of  the  Music  Concourse  across 
from  the  entrance  to  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences. 

Monuments  elsewhere  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  outside  the  Music  Concourse,  include  Portals  of 
the  Past  (1909),  Roald  Amundsen  Memorial  (1929),  Prayer  Book  Cross  (1894),  Pioneer 
Mother  (1940),  The  Doughboy  (1930),  Thomas  G.  Masaryk  (1962),  Gold  Star  Mothers  Rock 
(1932),  the  Brown  Gate  at  Eighth  Avenue  (1908),  John  McLaren  (1944),  James  A.  Garfield 
(1885),  Baseball  Player  (1891),  General  Henry  Halleck  (1886),  Horseshoe  Player  (late  1940s), 
William  McKinley(1904),  Foresters  of  America  Memorial  (1927),  Father  William  D. 
McKinnon  (1927),  and  Saint  Francis  (1958). 
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Kennedy  Drive  Underpass 

The  pedestrian  underpass  beneath  Kennedy  Drive  is  northeast  of  the  Music  Concourse.  It 
spans  a  small  valley  and  walkway,  allowing  pedestrians  to  walk  safely  from  Fulton  Street  to 
the  Music  Concourse.  The  underpass  consists  of  two  sculpted  arched  openings  on  either  side 
of  a  coffered  tunnel.  The  arches  feature  large  granite  keystones,  carved  foliage,  rusticated 
cast  stone  abutments,  as  well  as  a  cast  stone  balustrade  along  Kennedy  Drive.  The  prominent 
English-born  architect  Ernest  Coxhead  designed  the  underpass  in  1896.  The  granite  sculpture, 
including  the  foliage,  the  bison  heads,  and  the  keystones,  was  executed  by  sculptor  Douglas 
Tilden.  The  rusticated  stonework  was  performed  by  a  contractor,  Alexander  McLennan. 
Probably  inspired  by  the  elegant  bridge  structures  of  New  York  City's  Central  Park,  the 
pedestrian  underpass  beneath  Kennedy  Drive  (historically  known  as  the  Tunnel  under  Main 
Drive)  is  considered  the  finest  structure  of  its  kind  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Pedestrian  Tunnels 

The  northeast,  southeast,  and  southwest  pedestrian  tunnels  in  the  Music  Concourse  area 
provide  access  to  the  Concourse  Bowl.  The  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  is  illustrated  in  Figure 
23.  These  tunnels  provide  a  grade  separation  for  pedestrian  access  to  the  Concourse  that  does 
not  conflict  with  traffic  on  the  streets  above.  Built  as  part  of  improvements  to  the  Concourse 
area  including  the  Temple  of  Music  in  1900,  the  tunnels  appear  to  be  constructed  of 
unreinforced  concrete  with  curved  retaining  walls  and  cast  stone  railings  at  the  roadway  edges 
above.  The  tunnels  range  in  length  from  about  75  feet  to  130  feet  and  range  in  vertical 
clearance  from  about  7  feet  to  9  feet.  Concrete,  arched  facades  at  the  tunnel  openings  are 
rusticated  to  look  like  stone. 

Other  historic  buildings  and  structures  in  the  Park,  outside  the  Concourse  area,  include  the 
Sharon  Building  (1888),  McLaren  Lodge  (1896),  the  North  (Dutch)  Windmill  (1902),  the  Park 
Emergency  Hospital  (1902),  the  Bowling  Green  Clubhouse  (1915),  the  Beach  Chalet  (1925), 
the  Alvord  Lake  Bridge  (1889),  Murphy's  Mill  (South  Windmill)  (1906),  and  the  Millwright's 
House  (1909). 
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HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  REGULATIONS  AND  CRITERIA 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  is  the  nation's  master  inventory  of 
known  historic  resources.  The  National  Register  is  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  includes  listings  of  buildings,  structures,  sites,  objects,  and  districts  that  possess  historic, 
architectural,  engineering,  archaeological,  or  cultural  significance  at  the  National,  State  or 
local  level. 

Structures,  sites,  buildings,  districts  and  objects  over  50  years  of  age  can  be  listed  on  the 
National  Register  as  significant  historic  resources.  However,  properties  under  50  years  of  age 
that  are  of  exceptional  importance  or  are  contributors  to  a  district  can  also  be  included  on  the 
National  Register.  The  criteria  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  include  resources  that: 

A.  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  history, 

B.  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past, 

C.  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or 
that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that 
represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual 
distinction,  or 

D.  have  yielded  or  may  likely  yield  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 

None  of  the  resources  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  have  been  determined  eligible  for 
individual  listing  on  the  National  Register;  however,  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  a  whole,  has  been 
proposed  as  a  National  Register  District,  as  an  historic  landscape  having  achieved  historical 
significance  for  the  period  between  1870  and  1943.  A  number  of  buildings,  structures,  sites 
and  objects  throughout  the  Park  are  considered  to  be  contributing  features  to  the  proposed 
Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District;  these  features  are  considered  to  contribute  to  the  overall 
historical  significance  of  Golden  Gate  Park  but  may  or  may  not  meet  local,  state,  or  national 
criteria  for  listing,  or  eligibility  for  listing,  as  individually  significant  historic  resources.  The 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Registration  Form  for  the  proposed  historic  district 
identified  123  contributing  features  including  27  buildings,  55  sites,  11  structures,  and  30 

Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  nM  FINAL  EIR 

  84   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
C.  Historic  Resources 


objects.  Contributing  features  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  include  the  Music  Concourse; 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music;  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument;  Japanese  Tea  Garden;  Shakespeare 
Garden;  Rhododendron  Dell;  the  pedestrian  underpass  known  as  the  Tunnel  under  Main  Drive 
(now  Kennedy  Drive);  and  the  many  monuments  and  fountains  in  the  Music  Concourse. 

The  Sharon  Building,  near  Kezar  Drive  east  of  the  Music  Concourse,  has  been  determined 
individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register.  The  Conservatory  of  Flowers  and  the 
Beach  Chalet  were  individually  listed  on  the  National  Register  in  1972  and  1981,  respectively. 
In  addition,  the  Alvord  Lake  Bridge  (built  in  1889),  at  Kezar  Drive  west  of  Haight  Street,  is 
listed  as  a  National  Historic  Civil  Engineering  Landmark;  it  is  significant  to  civil  engineering 
as  America's  first  reinforced  concrete  bridge. 

California  Register  of  Historical  Resources 

The  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  is  an  authoritative  listing  of  the  State's 
significant  historical  and  archaeological  resources.  Any  resource  listed  in  or  formally 
determined  eligible  for  the  National  Register  is  automatically  listed  in  the  California  Register 
of  Historical  Resources,  pursuant  to  Section  4851(a)  of  the  Public  Resources  Code. 

The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  has  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of 
Historical  Resources.  The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  appears  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
California  Register,  but  has  not  been  formally  nominated.  The  John  McLaren  Rhododendron 
Dell  also  appears  individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register,  but  has  not  been 
formally  nominated. 

Local  Historic  Preservation  Regulations  and  Surveys 

Architectural  surveys  provide  information  about  existing  properties  that  may  be  of  value  to  a 
community.  Designation  or  listing  on  a  registry  of  cultural  and/or  historic  resources  may 
occur  if  a  building,  structure,  site,  or  object  is  found  to  be  of  value;  designated  or  listing  can 
also  serve  to  alert  potential  developers  of  the  public's  interest  in  such  properties  through 
review  by  public  boards  and  commissions.  There  are  a  number  of  surveys  and  lists  of  San 
Francisco  resources  that  are  considered  to  have  attained  a  degree  of  architectural,  historical, 
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and/or  contextual  importance.  Local  surveys  relevant  to  Golden  Gate  Park  include  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code  Article  10  and  the  1976  Department  of  City  Planning  City  wide 
Survey. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Article  10 

Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code  sets  forth  procedures  regarding  the  preservation  of  sites  and 
areas  of  special  character  or  special  historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  or  value  such 
as  officially  designated  City  Landmarks  and  buildings  included  within  locally  designated 
Historic  Districts. 

The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse,  is  listed  under 
Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code  as  City  Landmark  No.  96.  Other  structures  in  the  Park  listed 
as  City  Landmarks  under  Article  10  include  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers  (No.  50),  the  Sharon 
Building  (No.  124),  the  North  (Dutch)  Windmill  (No.  147),  McLaren  Lodge  (No.  175),  the 
Beach  Chalet  (No.  179),  and  the  Bowling  Green  Clubhouse  (No.  181). 4 

1976  Department  of  City  Planning  Citywide  Survey 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  conducted  a  citywide 
inventory  of  the  City's  approximately  170,000  structures  to  determine  their  architectural 
importance.  The  physical  appearance  of  contemporary  and  older  buildings  was  surveyed  but 
historical  associations  were  not  included  in  the  study.  An  advisory  review  committee  of 
architects  and  architectural  historians  determined  that  10,000  of  these  buildings  were  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  survey  based  upon  various  factors  including  architectural  design,  urban 
design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance.  These  buildings  represent  roughly 
10%  of  the  City's  entire  building  stock.  Buildings  included  in  the  survey  are  rated  from  a  low 
of  '0'  to  a  high  of '5'. 

The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  in  the  Music  Concourse  area, 
were  rated  in  the  1976  Citywide  Survey.  Other  rated  structures  throughout  the  Park  include 
the  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  the  Sharon  Building,  the  North  (Dutch)  Windmill,  the  Park 
Emergency  Hospital,  the  Beach  Chalet,  and  the  Millwright's  House. 
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IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  is  normally  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  will 
substantially  disrupt  or  substantially  adversely  affect  a  property  of  historic  significance. 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Section  21084.1  states  "a  project  that  may 
cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  a  project  that 
may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment."  A  "historical  resource"  is  defined  as  one 
that  is  listed  in,  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in,  the  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources,  one  that  is  identified  as  significant  in  a  local  register  of  historic  resources,  such  as 
Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  or  one  that  is  deemed  significant  due  to  its 
identification  in  an  historical  resource  survey  meeting  the  requirements  of  Public  Resource 
Code  Section  5024.1(g).  A  resource  that  is  deemed  significant  due  to  its  identification  in  an 
historical  resource  survey  meeting  the  requirements  of  Public  Resource  Code  Section 
5024.1(g),  is  presumed  to  be  historically  significant  unless  a  preponderance  of  evidence 
demonstrates  otherwise. 

A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5  as 
"demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource  or  its  immediate 
surroundings  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  would  be  materially 
impaired." 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  to  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl  would  involve  the  removal  and  reconstruction  of  land  features,  vegetation, 
trees,  structures,  and  roads  as  well  as  the  construction  of  associated  ramps.  Existing 
topography,  spatial  relationships,  vegetation,  trees,  and  structures  removed  and/or  damaged 
during  construction  would  be  replaced  and  rehabilitated  according  to  the  existing  Music 
Concourse  and  Park  site  plan.  Phase  I  would  also  construct  several  above-ground  features 
including:  stairwell  railings,  pedestrian  ramps,  and  ventilation  shafts.  Those  new  elements 
would  be  confined  to  specific  areas  within  the  Park  including  the  Music  Concourse  area, 
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Kennedy  Drive,  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance,  Academy  Drive.  The  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street  would  change  conditions  at  Eighth  Avenue/Kennedy  Drive  area,  the 
Rhododendron  Dell  and  Middle  Drive  East  area.  These  alterations  would  potentially  impact 
two  historical  resources  including  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District  (National 
Register)  and  the  Francis  Scott  Key  Memorial  (San  Francisco  Landmark  No.  96).  The  Music 
Concourse  Bowl  and  the  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell,  resources  potentially  eligible  for 
the  California  Register  would  also  be  affected.  The  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  the  Spreckels 
Temple  of  Music  would  not  be  materially  altered  or  impaired  by  the  proposed  project. 

Phase  I  —  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse  Surface  Improvements 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  constructed  within  the  Music  Concourse 
area  and  would  consist  of  a  subterranean,  two-level  garage  beneath  Tea  Garden  Drive  between 
the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  Music  Concourse,  and  the  second  beneath  Academy 
Drive,  between  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Music  Concourse.  A  tunnel  road 
that  extends  under  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  would  connect  the  parking  facility 
sections  and  would  provide  an  entrance  at  the  Park  entrance  located  at  the  intersection  of 
Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street.  Another  entrance  ramp  would  be  located  along  Academy 
Drive,  just  west  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  Each  parking  structure  section  would  occupy  a 
rectangular  footprint,  approximately  113  feet  wide  with  the  north  garage  extending 
approximately  620  feet  long  and  the  south  garage  extending  approximately  710  feet  long.  The 
structures  would  be  designed  to  support  the  replacement  of  landscaping  and  roads  above. 

A  combination  of  stair,  ramp  and  tunnel  entrances  would  provide  pedestrian  access  to  the 
parking  structures.  The  northern  parking  structure  would  include  a  total  of  two  pedestrian 
entrances  and  the  southern  parking  structure  would  include  three  pedestrian  entrances.  The 
project  would  include  the  reconstruction  and  renovation  of  the  two  easterly  pedestrian  tunnels 
and  portals  in  their  current  location;  circulation  through  the  pedestrian  tunnels  would  remain 
independent  to  meet  current  structural  codes.  Parking  facility  vehicle  tunnels  would  pass 
below  the  pedestrian  tunnels  (see  Figure  5,  p.  11).  The  existing  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel 
beneath  Academy  Drive  could  be  reconstructed  with  restored  portals,  with  pedestrian 
circulation  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility. 
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A  variant  to  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  is  also  being  considered  that  would  replace  the 
pedestrian  tunnel  with  a  new  walkway  at  the  surface  above  the  parking  facility.  The  north 
tunnel  portal  at  the  Concourse  Bowl  would  be  rebuilt  in  its  current  location  after  construction 
of  the  parking  facility  and  would  remain  as  an  architectural  feature  in  the  Concourse  Bowl 
without  a  pedestrian  opening.  The  south  portal  would  be  removed  and  the  existing  depressed 
walkway  that  currently  slopes  down  into  the  tunnel  would  be  filled  in.  A  new  walkway  at  the 
surface  would  be  added  above  the  line  of  the  existing  tunnel  and  would  connect  across 
Academy  Drive  to  the  west  end  of  the  new  pedestrian  ramp  leading  down  into  the  Concourse 
Bowl. 

Pedestrian  circulation  in  the  parking  facility  would  include  walkways  and  ramps  connecting  the 
upper  parking  level  with  the  lower  Concourse  level  or  bowl;  those  walkways  would  enter  the 
Concourse  Bowl  from  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  and  from  two  new  entrances  near  the 
midpoint  of  the  Concourse  Bowl,  west  of  the  existing  stairways  at  the  north  and  south  sides  of 
the  Concourse  Bowl.  Circulation  within  the  parking  facility  would  include  stairs  and  elevators 
connecting  the  lower  and  upper  parking  levels,  and  stairway  access  that  would  provide  access 
to  the  upper  Concourse  level.  New  ADA  accessible  ramps  and  existing  stairs  would  connect 
the  Bowl  to  the  upper  Concourse  level. 

The  new  stair  and  portal  entrances  would  incorporate  concrete  paved  ramps  from  the  parking 
facility  to  grade  level.  The  central  stair  pedestrian  ramps  would  include  recessed  entrances, 
metal  guard  rails,  and  sloped  retaining  walls  into  their  design.  The  aluminum  pattern  ceilings 
and  the  metal  guard  rail  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  earth  berm.  The  railing  and 
obscured  ceiling  would  not  diminish  the  overall  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  a  resource 
potentially  eligible  for  the  California  Register,  and  would  not  diminish  the  potential  eligibility 
of  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District  for  the  National  Register. 

The  changes  to  the  Music  Concourse  stairways  and  berm  would  alter  existing  pedestrian  paths 
and  circulation  patterns  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  However,  the  project  would 
maintain  the  historic  formal  patterns  of  pedestrian  walk  ways,  and  the  appearance  of  the 
portals  as  seen  from  the  Music  Concourse.  Therefore,  overall  historic  circulation  patterns 
would  remain  intact  and  the  changes  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  on  the 
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potential  eligibility  of  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District  for  the  National  Register,  or  the 
historical  significance  of  the  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  and  would  not  be  considered  a 
significant  impact  on  those  resources. 

Parking  facility  construction  and  incorporation  of  entrances  within  the  existing  pedestrian 
tunnels  would  require  the  removal  and  reconstruction  of  all  three  pedestrian  tunnels.  While 
the  pedestrian  tunnels  are  not  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  or  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  National  Register  Nomination  Form  as  character-defining  features  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  they  are  established  elements  of  the  Music  Concourse  pedestrian  circulation.  As 
such,  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation,  which  state  "new  construction  shall  not  destroy  historic 
materials,  features,  and  spatial  relationships  that  characterize  the  property.  The  new  work 
shall  be  differentiated  from  the  old  and  shall  be  compatible  with  the  historic  materials, 
features,  size,  scale  and  proportion,  and  massing  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  property  and  its 
environment."  As  identified  in  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines 
§  15064.5(b)(3),  "[generally,  a  project  that  follows  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Guidelines 
for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for  Preserving,  Rehabilitating, 
Restoring,  and  Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards 
for  Rehabilitation...  shall  be  considered  as  mitigated  to  a  level  of  less  than  a  significant  impact 
on  the  historical  resource."  As  such,  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels  would  not  be 
considered  a  significant  adverse  impact  to  historic  resources. 

The  proposed  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  variant  would  require  the  permanent  removal  of  the 
southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  and  south  portal  in  addition  to  other  changes  required  by  Phase  I, 
including  the  addition  of  (2)  pedestrian  garage  entry  ramps  and  reconstruction  of  the  existing 
central  stairs.  The  temporary  removal  of  soils,  vegetation,  and  specific  statues  and 
monuments  also  would  be  required.  Existing  land  features,  vegetation,  statues  and 
monuments,  and  stairs  removed  for  construction  would  be  replaced  identical  to  their  current 
configuration.  A  new  paved  pathway  and  pedestrian  ramp  would  descend  from  the  rim  to  the 
floor  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Music  Concourse.  New 
grading  and  a  pathway  rising  to  Academy  Drive  would  be  constructed  at  the  former  location  of 
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the  south  portal  outside  the  Music  Concourse  boundary.  The  north  portal  of  the  southwest 
tunnel  would  be  retained  and  the  opening  enclosed  with  a  concrete  wall. 

The  pedestrian  tunnel  is  directly  associated  with  improvements  made  to  the  Music  Concourse 
around  the  turn  of  the  century  and  is  a  character  defining  feature.  This  proposed  variant 
would  remove  or  destroy  an  original  architectural  feature  associated  with  the  Music 
Concourse,  an  important  cultural  precinct  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  Removing  the  tunnel  and 
eliminating  the  subterranean  pathway  would  alter  the  spatial  orientation  and  the  circulation 
pathway  between  the  Music  Concourse  to  the  Shakespeare  Garden.  The  underground  pathway 
establishes  a  pedestrian  link  between  two  park  features.  The  proposed  alterations  would 
appear  to  violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  1,2,  and  5  and  would  diminish 
the  integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse. 

The  pathway  and  ramps  would  be  constructed  of  concrete  paving.  The  new  ramp  would 
ascend  the  earth  berm  utilizing  diagonal  switchbacks  similar  to  other  ramps  in  the  Music 
Concourse.  The  introduction  of  the  new  pedestrian  element  would  be  compatible  with 
Secretary's  Standard  9  for  new  additions.  While  the  ramp  would  alter  the  existing  earth  berm, 
it  would  not  destroy  materials,  features,  and  spatial  relationships  that  characterize  the  Music 
Concourse.  Of  similar  construction  and  size  to  other  ramps  in  the  Music  Concourse,  the  new 
feature  would  be  compatible  with  the  historic  materials,  features,  size,  scale  of  other  features 
in  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl. 

In  the  context  of  the  overall  Music  Concourse  landscape,  the  proposed  changes  would  be 
minor,  and  would  not  materially  impair  the  potential  significance  of  the  resource.  Enough 
features  would  remain  intact  and  the  Music  Concourse  would  retain  important  aspects  of 
integrity  including  design,  setting,  and  feeling  for  the  resource  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the 
California  Register.  With  a  few  exceptions,  character-defining  features  such  as  the  shallow 
bowl  and  earth  berm,  trees,  lawns,  pedestrian  paths,  stairs,  two  pedestrian  tunnels,  and  the 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  would  remain  mostly  intact.  From  most  vantage  points,  the 
overall  spatial  distinction,  setting,  and  views  within  the  Music  Concourse  would  remain 
unchanged.  The  Music  Concourse  also  would  maintain  its  orientation  to  the  Park  and  other 
buildings  and  component  features  such  as  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Finally,  the  new  proposed 
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circulation  path  would  maintain  the  link  between  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  Shakespeare 
Garden.  Therefore,  the  variant  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  historic 
resources.5 

The  proposed  aluminum  and  glass  garage  attendant  booth  for  the  parking  facility  would  also  be 
considered  potentially  incompatible  with  other  Park  features.  However,  the  booth  would  be 
set  back  within  the  parking  facility's  portal.  Therefore,  its  impact  on  historic  resources  would 
be  considered  inconsequential. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  three 
street-level  air  intake  shafts  and  two  ventilation  structures  around  the  Music  Concourse  area 
(see  Figure  4,  p.  10).  The  ventilation  structures  would  be  about  14  feet  in  diameter  and 
approximately  10  feet  high.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be  constructed  east  of  the  Music 
Concourse  within  the  existing  tree  line  south  of  the  intersection  of  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy 
Drives,  near  the  Pershing  Monument.  Ventilation  shafts,  made  of  stainless  steel  and  board 
formed  concrete,  are  proposed  to  the  south  of  Kennedy  Drive  adjacent  to  the  de Young 
Museum  and  to  the  north  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  west  of  Academy  Drive. 

As  these  structures  would  be  constructed  within  the  tree  line  surrounding  the  Music 
Concourse,  they  would  not  be  visible  from  the  Music  Concourse.  These  structures  would  not 
alter  or  divide  the  circulation  of  the  Music  Concourse  nor  would  they  have  a  physical  impact 
on  any  identified  historical  resources  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  In  addition,  the  ventilation 
shafts  would  be  located  near  existing  trees  and  would  not  alter  the  Concourse  or  historic 
resources  located  in  the  vicinity.  Any  damaged  or  altered  topography  and  vegetation 
occurring  during  construction  of  the  ventilation  structures  would  be  replaced  according  to  its 
current  configuration.  As  such,  these  new  ventilation  structures  would  not  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  historic  resources. 

Surface  Improvements 

The  Concourse  surface  improvements  would  remove  surface  parking  and  rehabilitate  the 
pedestrian  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  The  Underground  Parking  Facility 
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would  require  the  restoration  of  topography,  monuments,  and  vegetation  removed  during 
construction.  The  project  would  use  a  cut  and  cover  approach. 

The  landscape  plan  concept  proposed  for  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  would  preserve  the 
basic  configuration,  layout,  and  landscaping  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  surrounding 
landscape.  Surface  improvements  would  include  fill,  paving,  planting,  and  site  furnishings 
designed  to  address:  the  replacement  of  soils  and  vegetation  removed  for  construction;  the 
removal  of  the  surface  parking  areas;  and  the  screening  of  entrance  ramps.  The  design  would 
be  developed  by  the  Concourse  Authority  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  would 
be  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Existing  Music  Concourse  parking  areas,  and  parts  of  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  would 
be  removed.  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  would  be  narrowed  and  restored  to  a  condition 
similar  to  their  early  20th  Century  configuration.  The  roadways  would  consist  of  standard 
asphalt  construction  and  might  include  special  paving  treatments  at  pedestrian  crosswalks.  The 
paved  pathway  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  Concourse  would  be  re-paved  in  its  existing  location. 

Turf  meadows  and  vegetation  would  replace  parking  areas  and  meadow  areas  removed  for 
construction.  At  the  eastern  end  of  the  Concourse,  the  meadow  would  be  graded  to  match  the 
existing  profile.  Existing  hedges  around  the  Concourse  would  be  preserved  where  possible 
and  replaced  in-kind  if  removed  or  damaged  during  construction.  Landscaping  including 
additional  turf,  shrubs,  perennials,  and/or  evergreen  hedges,  is  proposed  along  the  roadways. 
Some  of  the  reclaimed  areas  along  the  roadways  in  front  of  the  de Young  Museum  and 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  would  be  incorporated  into  the  museum's  design. 

The  surface  improvements,  including  the  narrowing  of  roadways,  addition  of  new  landscaped 
open  space,  and  repairs  to  existing  stairways,  fountains,  paths  and  paving,  would  occur  after 
completion  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  would  be  undertaken  by  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Concourse  Authority  in  cooperation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  would  make  improvements  to  all  features  and  surfaces 
affected  by  the  construction  of  the  parking  facility;  other  improvements  would  be  made  by  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  as  described  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
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Where  possible,  Music  Concourse  monuments  and  statues  would  be  preserved  and  protected  in 
place.  Several  monuments  including  the  Key,  Robert  Emmet,  and  Leonidas  would  be 
removed  during  construction  and  returned  to  their  original  locations.  The  Grant  and  Serra 
statues  would  be  removed  during  construction  activities  and  would  be  returned  to  new 
locations  in  the  Music  Concourse  after  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and 
new  roadway  alignment.  The  Grant  monument  would  be  approximately  15  feet  to  the 
southwest  from  its  current  location  to  allow  a  safe  distance  between  the  statue  and  the  new 
alignment  of  the  roadway  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  (see  Figure  3,  p.  7).  The 
Serra  Monument  would  be  approximately  45  to  50  feet  northwest  of  its  current  location,  in  the 
new  island  between  the  new  roadway  alignments  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  Music  Concourse 
(see  Figure  3,  p.  7,  and  Figure  16,  View  Southwest  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  near  Kennedy 
Drive,  p.  53).  Temporary  removal  or  relocation  of  these  monuments  would  not  materially 
alter  nor  adversely  affect  their  historical  significance  and  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  historical  resources. 

Overall,  the  surface  improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse  would  not  be  considered  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  the  potential  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District,  the  Music  Concourse 
Bowl,  or  the  Key  Monument,  a  designated  City  landmark. 

Phase  II  —  Underground  Through  Street 

Phase  II  would  be  an  Underground  Through  Street,  ramping  down  at  Eighth  Avenue  at 
Kennedy  Drive  and  extending  beneath  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  and  alongside  the  east 
side  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  where  it  would  ramp  up  to  Middle  Drive  East. 
The  two-lane  road  would  follow  a  path  southeast  of  the  Music  Concourse  with  ramp 
approaches  and  concrete  portal  entries  at  each  end. 

Access  to  the  Eighth  Avenue  ramp  would  be  provided  by  an  extension  of  the  Eighth  Avenue 
entry  road  across  Kennedy  Drive.  The  new  road  would  cut  through  an  existing  grove  of  trees 
and  shrubs  on  the  edge  of  the  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell.  The  Middle  Drive  East 
ramp  would  emerge  along  an  existing  service  road  that  would  intersect  Middle  Drive  East. 
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Both  entrance  ramps  would  be  designed  to  minimize  the  impact  on  grading,  vegetation,  and 
views  in  the  Park  incorporating  sloped  and  battered  concrete  retaining  walls.  Several 
monuments,  including  the  Pershing,  Goethe  &  Schiller,  and  the  Robert  Burns  statues  would  be 
removed  during  construction  of  the  through  road  and  returned  to  their  original  locations. 
Temporary  removal  or  relocation  of  these  monuments  would  not  materially  alter  nor  adversely 
affect  their  historical  significance  and  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  historical 
resources. 

Construction  of  the  north  leg  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  require  excavation 
and  removal  of  vegetation,  parts  of  Academy  Drive,  pathways,  and  sidewalks.  The  entry 
ramp  would  directly  affect  the  windbreak  of  trees  dividing  the  Rhododendron  Dell  from 
Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  area.  A  new  roadway  cut,  sidewalks  and  a  four-way 
intersection  would  be  established  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive  with  the  new  entry 
ramp  south  through  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Dell.  Soil,  vegetation,  pathways,  and  parts  of 
Academy  Drive  removed  in  this  process  would  be  replaced  with  new  plantings,  generally  in 
similar  materials  and  configuration. 

The  construction  of  the  south  leg  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  include  the 
removal  of  soil  and  vegetation  immediately  east  of  the  existing  Academy  of  Sciences  service 
road.  Trees  and  shrubs  that  would  be  removed  for  construction  would  be  replaced.  The  new 
Middle  Drive  East  entry  ramp  adjacent  to  the  service  road  would  include  an  earthen  berm  to 
shield  the  entry  ramp  road  from  the  adjacent  meadow. 

Construction  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  alter  important  features  of  Golden 
Gate  Park.  Specifically,  the  Kennedy  Drive  entry  ramp  and  tunnel  route  would  require  the 
removal  of  an  historic  windbreak  grove  and  would  change  the  spatial  organization  of  the 
Music  Concourse  and  Rhododendron  Dell  (both  eligible  for  individual  listing  on  the  National 
Register).  Historic  vegetation,  including  Cypress  and  Pine  overstory  and  windbreak  shrubs 
would  be  removed  and  rare  spruce,  holly  and  rhododendrons  at  the  edge  of  the  Rhododendron 
Dell  could  also  be  affected.  The  windbreak  is  currently  under  rehabilitation  following  severe 
storm  damage,  but  remains  a  prominent  feature  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  and  a  buffer 
around  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  The  modifications  proposed  during  this  Phase  for  the  existing 
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vicinity  of  the  windbreak,  Music  Concourse  and  Rhododendron  Dell  would  not  be  substantial 
enough  to  diminish  the  significant  features  of  the  Park.  Therefore,  the  alterations  would  not 
materially  impact  the  overall  significance  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  an  historic  resource. 

The  proposed  Underground  Through  Street,  including  the  ramp  south  of  Kennedy  Drive, 
would  diminish  primary  aspects  of  Rhododendron  Dell's  integrity,  including  design,  setting, 
and  spatial  relationships,  by  adding  a  new  roadway  in  a  landscaped  area.  These  changes 
would  directly  impact  physical  characteristics  that  justify  the  Rhododendron  Dell's  potential 
inclusion  in  the  California  Register.  Proposed  changes  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell  may  also 
violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  No.  2  and  No.  9  which  state,"  a)  avoiding  the  removal  of 
distinctive  materials  or  alteration  of  features,  spaces,  and  spatial  relationships;  and  b) 
introducing  new  additions  or  related  new  construction  that  will  not  destroy  historic  materials, 
features  or  spatial  relationship  that  characterize  a  property."  Phase  II  of  the  project  would 
therefore  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  individual  significance  of  the 
Rhododendron  Dell  for  listing  in  the  California  Register,  as  an  historic  resource.  Chapter  IV, 
Mitigation  Measures,  identifies  measures  to  reduce  the  adverse  effects  on  the  Rhododendron 
Dell,  but  would  not  eliminate  the  significant  adverse  impact. 

Other  Proposition  J  Transportation  Implementation  Program  Projects 

Intra-Park  Shuttle 

The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  would  provide  vehicular  shuttle  service  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park 
using  existing  roadways.  This  is  expected  to  result  in  a  slight  reduction  of  vehicular  traffic  in 
the  Park.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  would  introduce  new  signage  for  shuttle  stop  locations  that 
would  be  consistent  with  recommendations  for  the  size,  location  and  appearance  of  signage 
identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  As  the  shuttle  service  would  not  physically 
alter  or  otherwise  impair  the  location,  materials,  or  integrity  of  individual  historical  resources 
in  the  Park  it  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  historical  resources  within  the 
Park,  nor  the  significance  of  the  Park  as  a  whole. 
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Traffic  Calming 

Proposed  traffic  calming  measures  would  consist  of  changes  in  pathway  widths  and  other 
changes  to  existing  circulation  routes,  signage,  and  other  measures  that  would  slow  or  reduce 
traffic  throughout  the  Park.  These  proposed  measures,  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Concourse  Authority  Projects,  would  not  have  a  direct,  physical  effect  on  historical  resources 
in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Nor  would  they  adversely  affect  the  significance  of  historical  resources 
within  the  Park,  or  the  historical  significance  of  the  Park  as  a  whole. 

Parking  Management 

As  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  Parking  Management  would 
include  timed  parking  and  other  improvements  identified  to  limit  commuter  parking  and 
provide  safe  and  reliable  parking  within  the  Park  for  recreational  users.  Parking  management 
measures  would  not  have  a  direct  physical  impact  on  identified  historical  resources  in  Golden 
Gate  Park.  As  such,  the  Parking  Management  measures  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
effect  on  historic  resources. 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  would  be  consistent  with  those  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The 
improvements  would  include  repair  and  maintenance  of  existing  paths,  improved  signage  to 
identify  bicycle  and  pedestrian  paths,  and  construction  of  new  dedicated  circulation  routes  for 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  use.  These  improvements  would  not  be  anticipated  to  adversely  impact 
individual  historical  resources  or  the  historical  significance  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole. 

Road  Closures 

Future  road  closures  in  Golden  Gate  Park  would  occur  on  existing  roadways  and  would  be 
intended  to  reduce  vehicular  traffic  in  the  park.  Road  closures  would  not  materially  alter  or 
impair  historical  resources  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  would  not  be  considered  a  significant 
adverse  impact  to  historic  resources. 
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MUNI  Service  Improvements 

MUNI  service  improvements  would  occur  on  existing  roadways  and  would  be  intended  to 
improve  transit  service  to  the  Park.  These  service  improvements  would  be  undertaken  by 
MUNI  and  would  be  individually  analyzed  to  assess  potential  environmental  impacts.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  such  improvements  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  historical 
resources  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Cultural  Shuttle 

A  Cultural  Shuttle,  as  identified  in  Proposition  J,  would  provide  a  transit  link  between  cultural 
institutions  and  facilities  outside  Golden  Gate  Park  with  those  inside  the  Park.  Planning  for 
this  shuttle  is  in  preliminary  stages  and  may  require  additional  review  to  assess  potential 
environmental  impacts.  However,  as  the  Cultural  Shuttle  would  operate  on  existing  roadways 
and  would  be  anticipated  to  use  signage  and  any  required  structures  for  shuttle  stops  that  are 
consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  Cultural  Shuttle 
would  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  historical  resources. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

Other  projects  are  proposed  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity;  that  could  affect  historic 
resources:  the  under-construction  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  proposed  Academy  of 
Sciences.  Together  with  the  GGPCA  Projects,  these  projects  could  cumulatively  affect  existing 
and  potential  historic  resources  including  the  Music  Concourse,  the  Rhododendron  Dell, 
and/or  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District. 

The  potential  historic  resource  impacts  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum  were  addressed  in  the 
New  de  Young  Museum  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  potential  impacts  of  the 
proposed  GGPCA  Projects  and  the  de  Young  study  reached  conclusions  that  these  projects 
would  not  adversely  impact  the  Music  Concourse,  or  the  potential  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic 
District.  Phase  II  would  threaten  the  eligibility  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

The  Academy  of  Sciences  project  is  currently  undergoing  environmental  review.  Information 
on  the  Academy  of  Sciences  project  indicates  that  the  removal  of  the  current  complex 
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comprised  of  twelve  buildings.  The  age  of  these  buildings  suggests  that  some  structures  will 
be  individually  eligible  for  the  California  Register  and  the  project  could  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  those  historical  resources.  However,  at  present  the  proposed  new  building 
would  occupy  the  existing  footprint  and  would  maintain  existing  setbacks  and  volumes, 
suggesting  compatibility  with  the  existing  Park  and  Music  Concourse  landscapes.  The  new 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  building  would  also  maintain  the  existing  use  of  the  Academy 
at  the  current  site.  Given  the  previously  discussed  conditions,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences  project  would  adversely  impact  the  historic  integrity  of  the  Music 
Concourse  or  Golden  Gate  Park. 

These  cumulative  changes  would  retain  important  character  defining  features  of  Golden  Gate 
Park,  the  Music  Concourse,  and  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  The  individual  compatibility  of  each 
project  and  the  continuity  of  use  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  suggest  that  the  cumulative 
impact  of  the  projects  would  not  threaten  the  California  Register  eligibility  of  Golden  Gate 
Park,  the  Music  Concourse,  or  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 


NOTES  —  Historic  Resources 

1  This  section  summarizes  the  report  prepared  by  Page  &  Turnbull,  Inc.,  Golden  Gate  Park  Proposed 
Underground  Parking  Structure:  Evaluation  of  the  Potential  Effect  on  Historical  Resources,  Golden  Gate 
Park,  San  Francisco,  December  13,  2002. 

2  National  Register  nomination,  Section  7,  p.  15. 

3  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  New  deYoung  Museum  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Case 
No.  199.455E.  Certified  December  6,  2001. 

4  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  FEIR,  Table 
27:  Historic  and  Architectural  Resources,  July  9,  1998,  p.  188. 

5  Page  &  Turnbull,  Memorandum,  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse  Underground  Parking  Structure, 
Music  Concourse,  Southwest  Pedestrian  Tunnel  Removal  -  Project  Alternative;  Revised  Findings  and 
Conclusion,  December  11,  2002. 
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D.  TRANSPORTATION1 

SETTING 

TRAFFIC 

Regional  Access 

The  primary  regional  access  to  Golden  Gate  Park  is  via  State  Route  1  (SR  1).  In  San 
Francisco,  SR  1  runs  on  city  streets,  including  Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  Crossover  Drive,  19th 
Avenue  and  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard,  and  connects  with  US  101  to  the  north  and  1-280  to  the 
south. 

To  access  the  Music  Concourse  area  from  the  north  via  Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  vehicles  are 
directed  (by  signs)  to  turn  right  onto  Cabrillo  Street,  turn  right  onto  14th  Avenue,  turn  right 
onto  Balboa  Street  and  then  turn  right  onto  Tenth  Avenue.  This  routing  is  necessitated  by  the 
left-turn  restrictions  on  Park  Presidio  Boulevard.  To  return  to  the  north,  vehicles  can  turn 
right  from  Fulton  Street  to  Park  Presidio  Boulevard. 

To  access  the  project  site  from  the  south  via  19th  Avenue,  vehicles  turn  right  onto  Irving 
Street  or  another  east-west  street  south  of  the  Park,  King  Drive  or  Fulton  Street.  To  return  to 
the  south,  vehicles  use  King  Drive  and  turn  left  onto  Crossover  Drive/1 9th  Avenue,  or  travel 
south  on  Ninth  Avenue,  right  onto  Kirkham  Street  or  another  east- west  street  and  then  turn  left 
onto  19th  Avenue. 

To  access  the  Music  Concourse  area  from  the  east,  vehicles  use  1-80  to  US  101  (the  Central 
Freeway)  to  the  Fell  Street  off-ramp,  and  continue  along  Fell  Street  to  Kennedy  Drive  or 
Kezar  Drive  to  King  Drive.  To  return  to  the  east,  vehicles  can  use  Kennedy  Drive  or  King 
Drive/Kezar  Drive  to  Oak  Street  to  Gough  Street  and  the  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  on-ramp  to 
the  Central  Freeway. 
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Cabrillo  Street  an  east-west  roadway  that  extends  from  Arguello  Boulevard  to  the  Great 
Highway,  one  block  north  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Cabrillo  Street  has  one  travel  lane  in  each 
direction,  and  12-foot  wide  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  Parking  is  generally 
provided  along  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Cabrillo 
Street  as  a  Citywide  Bicycle  Route.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  the 
Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  runs  on  a  portion  of  Cabrillo  Street. 

Fulton  Street  is  an  east-west  arterial  that  extends  from  the  Civic  Center  area  to  the  Great 
Highway,  and  runs  along  the  northern  edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  Fulton  Street  has  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  10-  to  15-foot  wide  sidewalks 
and  two-hour  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies 
Fulton  Street  as  a  Major  Arterial2  in  the  Congestion  Management  Program  (CMP)  Network3 
and  as  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  (secondary  transit  street).4  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
GGPCA  Projects,  the  Muni  5-Fulton,  21 -Hayes,  and  33-Stanyan  bus  lines  run  on  Fulton 
Street. 

Fell  Street  is  an  east-west  arterial  that  runs  between  Market  Street  and  Stanyan  Street.  West 
of  Octavia  Street,  Fell  Street  operates  one-way  westbound  only  and  forms  a  one-way  couplet 
with  Oak  Street  (eastbound),  providing  the  primary  east- west  access  across  the  northern 
section  of  the  City.  In  the  vicinity  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  Fell  Street  has  four  travel  lanes  and 
on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Fell 
Street  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network  and  as  part  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
System5  (MTS)  Network.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16-AX  and 
16-BX  Noriega  A  and  B  Expresses  run  on  Fell  Street. 

Oak  Street  is  an  east-west  arterial  that  runs  between  Stanyan  Street  and  Market  Street. 
Between  Stanyan  Street  and  Franklin  Street,  Oak  Street  operates  one-way  eastbound  only  and 
forms  a  one-way  couplet  with  Fell  Street  (westbound).  In  the  vicinity  of  Golden  Gate  Park, 
Oak  Street  has  four  travel  lanes  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San 
Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Oak  Street  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network,  part  of 


Case  No.  2001 .91  IE  FINAL EIR 

  101   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 

the  MTS  Network  and  on  the  Bay,  Ridge  and  Coast  Trail.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  site,  the  Muni  16- AX  and  16-BX  Noriega  A  and  B  Expresses  run  on  Oak  Street. 

Lincoln  Way  is  an  east-west  arterial  that  extends  between  Arguello  Boulevard  and  the  Great 
Highway,  and  runs  along  the  southern  border  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  In  the  vicinity  of  the 
Music  Concourse,  Lincoln  Way  has  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  with  on-street  parking 
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and  5  to  12  feet  wide  sidewalks  on  either  side  of  the  street.  In  the  westbound  direction,  on- 
street  parking  is  restricted  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  period  (4:00  to  6:00  PM)  to  allow  for 
an  additional  travel  lane.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Lincoln  Way  as  a  Major 
Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network,  part  of  the  MTS  Network  and  a  Transit  Preferential  Street 
(secondary  transit  street).  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16AX  and 
16BX  Noriega  A  and  B  Expresses,  and  the  71  and  71L  Haight-Noriega  regular  and  Limited 
bus  lines  run  on  Lincoln  Way. 

Irving  Street  is  an  east- west  roadway  that  extends  between  Arguello  Street  and  the  48th 
Avenue,  and  runs  one  block  south  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  Irving  Street  generally  has  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  with  on-street 
parking  and  5  to  12  feet  wide  sidewalks  on  both  sides.  In  the  westbound  direction,  on-street 
parking  is  restricted  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  period  (4:00  to  6:00  PM)  to  allow  for  an 
additional  travel  lane.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Irving  Street  as  Transit 
Preferential  Street  (transit  oriented)  and  as  part  of  the  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network6 
(neighborhood  commercial  street).  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  N- 
Judah  light  rail  line  runs  on  Irving  Street. 

Stanyan  Street/Stanyan  Boulevard  is  a  north-south  roadway  that  extends  between  Geary 
Boulevard  and  Belgrave  Avenue,  and  forms  the  eastern  edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Adjacent 
to  the  Park,  Stanyan  Street  has  two  lanes  in  each  direction,  with  on-street  metered  parking 
provided  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Stanyon 
Street/Stanyan  Boulevard  as  a  Secondary  Arterial  and  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  (secondary 
transit).  The  Muni  7-Haight,  21 -Hayes,  33-Stanyan,  and  66-Quintara  bus  lines  run  on 
portions  of  Stanyan  Street. 

Arguello  Boulevard  is  a  north-south  roadway  that  operates  to  the  north  and  south  of  Golden 
Gate  Park.  At  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Park,  Arguello  Boulevard  provides  a  vehicular 
entrance  into  the  Park,  with  a  direct  connection  to  Conservatory  Drive  East  and  West.  At  the 
southeast  corner  of  the  Park,  Arguello  Boulevard  runs  between  Irving  Street  and  the  Park  (but 
no  longer  connects  with  Kezar  Drive).  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Park,  Arguello  Boulevard  has  one 
travel  lane  in  each  direction,  with  on-street  metered  parking  generally  provided  on  both  sides 
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of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Arguello  Boulevard  as  a  part  of  the 
Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  (neighborhood  commercial  street),  on  the  Bay,  Ridge  and  Coast 
Trail  and  a  Citywide  Bicycle  Route.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  33- 
Stanyan  bus  line  and  the  N-Judah  light  rail  line  run  on  Arguello  Boulevard. 
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Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue  are  north-south  roadways  that  provide  access  to  the 
northeast  portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  with  direct  connection  to  Kennedy  Drive.  Both  Eighth 
and  Tenth  Avenues  have  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction,  with  on-street  parking  generally 
provided  on  both  sides  of  the  street  (no  parking  is  permitted  along  the  eastern  side  of  Tenth 
Avenue  within  the  Park  from  7:00  AM  to  9:00  AM  on  weekdays).  Outside  of  the  Park,  15- 
foot  wide  sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  each  street,  whereas  inside  the  Park,  there 
are  4-  to  6-foot  wide  pedestrian  paths.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni 
21-Hayes  and  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  lines  run  on  Eighth  Avenue. 

Ninth  Avenue  is  a  north-south  roadway  that  provides  access  to  the  southeast  portion  of  Golden 
Gate  Park,  with  a  direct  connection  to  King  Drive.  South  of  the  Park,  Ninth  Avenue  has  one 
travel  lane  in  each  direction,  with  metered  on-street  parking  and  12-foot  wide  sidewalks  on 
both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Ninth  Avenue  as  a  part  of 
the  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  (neighborhood  commercial  street).  In  the  vicinity  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  and  N-Judah  light  rail  line  run  on 
Ninth  Avenue. 

Park  Presidio  Boulevard  is  a  north-south  arterial  that  extends  from  the  north  side  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  US  101  in  the  Presidio.  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  has 
three  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  and  left-turns  are  prohibited  to  cross-streets.  On-street 
parking  and  sidewalks  are  not  provided  on  either  side  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  identifies  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network  and 
a  part  of  the  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  (neighborhood  commercial  street).  In  the  vicinity 
of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L  Nineteenth  Avenue  regular  and  Limited  bus 
lines  run  on  Park  Presidio  Boulevard. 

19th  Avenue  is  a  north-south  arterial  that  extends  south  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Junipero  Serra 
Boulevard,  near  the  San  Francisco  County /San  Mateo  County  line.  In  general,  19th  Avenue 
has  three  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  with  restricted  left-turns  to  cross-streets.  In  the 
vicinity  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park,  19th  Avenue  has  parking  and  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the 
street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  19th  Avenue  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the 
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CMP  Network.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L  Nineteenth 
Avenue  regular  and  limited  bus  lines  run  on  Nineteenth  Avenue. 

Crossover  Drive  is  a  north-south  arterial  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Crossover  Drive  has  three 
travel  lanes  in  each  direction.  Sidewalks  and  on-street  parking  are  not  provided  along 
Crossover  Drive.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  19th  Avenue  as  a  Major  Arterial 
in  the  CMP  Network.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L 
Nineteenth  Avenue  regular  and  limited  bus  lines  run  on  Crossover  Drive. 
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John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  (Kennedy  Drive)  is  a  recreational  street  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
provides  the  primary  east-west  access  across  the  northern  side  of  the  Park.  Kennedy  Drive 
has  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction,  except  for  the  segment  between  Eighth  and  Tenth 
Avenues  which  has  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse, 
on-street  parking  is  generally  provided  along  both  sides  of  the  street.  Pedestrian  paths  or 
sidewalks  are  also  provided  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway,  and  vary  in  width  (generally  8  to  15 
feet  wide).  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Kennedy  Drive  as  a  Recreational 
Street.7 

Kezar  Drive  provides  a  connection  between  Fell/Oak  Streets  and  Lincoln  Way  through  the 
southeast  corner  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Kezar  Drive  has  two  lanes  in  each  direction,  with  4- 
foot  wide  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  On-street  parking  is  provided  along  both  sides 
of  Kezar  Drive  between  Lincoln  Way  and  Waller  Street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
identifies  Kezar  Drive  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network  and  as  part  of  the  MTS 
Network.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16AX  and  16BX  Noriega  A 
and  B  Express  bus  lines  run  on  Kezar  Drive. 

Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  (King  Drive)  is  a  recreational  street  within  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  provides  the  primary  east-west  access  across  the  south  side  of  the  Park.  Near  the  Music 
Concourse,  King  Drive  is  a  two-way  roadway,  with  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction.  On- 
street  parking  is  generally  provided  along  both  sides  of  King  Drive,  except  between  Middle 
Drive  East  and  Lincoln  Way  which  has  a  No  Parking  restriction  between  6:00  AM  and  9:00 
AM.  Pedestrian  paths  or  sidewalks  are  provided  along  both  sides  of  the  street  (generally  8  to 
15  feet  wide).  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  King  as  a  Recreational  Street.  In 
the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-O-Shaughnessey  bus  line  runs  on  King 
Drive. 

Tea  Garden  Drive/Academy  Drive  are  recreational  streets  within  the  Music  Concourse  that 
provide  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  attractions,  including  the  de Young  Museum,  CAS  and 
the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  are  each  one-way  roadways 
that  form  a  counterclockwise  loop  and  provide  a  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  King 
Drive.  Academy  Drive  has  one  travel  lane  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  has  two  travel  lanes,  and 
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sidewalks  are  provided  along  the  outside  of  each  roadway.  On-street  parking  is  provided 
along  the  east  side  of  Academy  Drive;  in  addition,  Academy  Drive  provides  access  to  a 
separate  on-street  parking  area  within  the  Music  Concourse.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessey  bus  line  runs  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden 
Drive. 
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Middle  Drive  East  is  a  recreational  street  within  Golden  Gate  Park  between  King  Drive  and 
Kennedy  Drive,  and  provides  access  to  the  south  entrance  of  the  CAS  and  the  AIDS  Memorial 
Grove.  Middle  Drive  East  has  one  lane  in  each  direction,  plus  3-  to  8-foot  wide  sidewalks  on 
both  sides  of  the  street.  On-street  parking  is  permitted  along  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San 
Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Middle  Drive  East  as  a  Recreational  Street. 

Intersection  Operating  Conditions 

The  traffic  analysis  included  22  study  intersections  as  locations  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project  (see  Figure  24).  Those  intersections  include  most  of  the  local  intersections 
adjacent  to  the  Music  Concourse,  plus  those  along  main  access  routes  to  and  from  Golden 
Gate  Park.  Intersections  more  distant  from  the  Music  Concourse  were  not  analyzed  as  part  of 
this  study,  as  project-related  traffic  would  be  dispersed  among  the  many  local  streets  farther 
from  the  site,  and  consequently  would  be  less  than  at  the  study  intersections. 

The  transportation  study  evaluated  intersection  operating  conditions  for  the  weekday  PM  peak 
hour  (generally  5:00  to  6:00  PM),  as  this  is  the  peak  period  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  site.  However,  the  peak  activity  for  recreational  and  cultural  uses  typically 
occurs  on  weekends;  therefore,  intersection  operating  conditions  were  also  quantitatively 
evaluated  for  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours  (generally  2:00  to  3:00 
PM). 

The  study  intersections  outside  the  Park  are  controlled  by  traffic  signals,  except  Tenth/Cabrillo 
and  Eighth/Cabrillo  which  are  STOP  sign-controlled.  The  study  intersections  within  the  Park 
are  all  STOP  sign-controlled,  except  King/Crossover  and  King/Kezar  which  are  signalized. 
Operating  characteristics  of  both  signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections  are  described  by  the 
concept  of  Level  of  Service  (LOS).  LOS  is  a  qualitative  description  of  an  intersection's 
performance  based  on  the  average  delay  per  vehicle.  Intersection  level  of  service  ranges  from 
LOS  A,  which  indicates  free  flow  or  excellent  conditions  with  short  delays,  to  LOS  F,  which 
indicates  congested  or  overloaded  conditions  with  extremely  long  delays.  LOS  A  through  D 
are  considered  excellent  to  satisfactory  service  levels,  and  LOS  E  and  LOS  F  conditions  are 
unacceptable.  The  operating  conditions  for  unsignalized  intersections  are  presented  for  the 
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worst  approach,  and  an  unsignalized  intersection  was  considered  to  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  if  more  than  one  approach  operated  at  LOS  E  or  F. 

Table  1  presents  the  results  of  the  intersection  LOS  analysis  for  the  existing  weekday  PM, 
Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour  conditions. 

Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

During  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  all  of  the  signalized  study  intersections  operate  acceptably 
(LOS  D  or  better).  In  addition,  the  worst  approach  at  the  unsignalized  intersections  also 
operate  acceptably,  except  at  the  intersections  of  Kennedy /Kezar  and  Kennedy /Middle  Drive 
East.  However,  at  both  of  these  locations,  as  no  other  approaches  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F,  the 
intersections  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably  overall. 

Saturday  Midday  Peak  Hour 

During  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  all  of  the  signalized  study  intersections  operate 
acceptably,  except  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanyan.  In  addition,  the  worst  approach  at  all  of 
the  unsignalized  intersections  also  operates  acceptably,  except  at  the  intersection  of 
Kennedy /Kezar.  However,  at  this  location,  as  no  other  approaches  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F,  the 
intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably  overall. 

Sunday  Midday  Peak  Hour 

During  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour,  all  of  the  signalized  study  intersections  operate 
acceptably,  except  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanyan.  In  addition,  the  worst  approach  at  all  of 
the  unsignalized  intersections  also  operate  acceptably.  Due  to  the  Sunday  closure  of  Kennedy 
Drive  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Transverse  Drive,  four  of  the  study  intersections 
(Kennedy /Tenth,  Kennedy/Concourse,  Kennedy/Eighth  and  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East)  have 
no  traffic  volumes  and  therefore  were  not  analyzed  for  intersection  operating  conditions  during 
the  midday  peak  hour.  In  addition,  at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy  /Kezar,  there  is  no  traffic  on 
the  eastbound  (STOP-controlled)  approach  and  the  northbound/westbound  approaches  do  not 
stop. 
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At  the  Ninth/Lincoln  intersection,  the  operating  conditions  during  the  three  analysis  periods 
were  determined  to  be  LOS  D  or  better.  However,  both  the  northbound  and  southbound 
approaches  have  been  observed  to  operate  with  substantial  delays,  resulting  in  queues  that 
sometimes  extend  to  the  upstream  intersections  (these  conditions  usually  occur  on  busy 
weekdays  and  weekends  with  good  weather  or  events  in  the  Park).  Both  the  eastbound  and 
westbound  Lincoln  Avenue  approaches  have  high  traffic  volumes  and  operate  with  minimal 
delays.  As  a  result,  the  average  delay  per  vehicle,  as  calculated  using  the  HCM  methodology, 
is  relatively  low  and  the  overall  intersection  operating  conditions  are  acceptable. 

In  addition,  the  study  intersection  of  Ninth/Irving  was  observed  to  have  occasional  vehicular 
and  transit  conflicts  during  the  three  analysis  periods  (the  frequency  and  effect  of  these 
interactions  can  be  greater  during  busy  weekends).  In  the  area,  the  Muni  N-Judah  light  rail 
line  travels  on  Judah  Street,  Ninth  Avenue  and  Irving  Street.  At  the  intersection  of 
Ninth/Irving,  the  light  rail  line  has  a  stop  at  the  westbound  approach  (for  outbound  trains)  and 
at  the  northbound  approach  (for  inbound  trains).  In  addition,  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy 
operates  northbound  and  southbound  on  Ninth  Avenue  with  stops  at  the  northbound  and 
southbound  approaches. 

Overall,  vehicular  traffic  and  transit  were  observed  to  travel  through  the  intersection  without 
substantial  delay,  except  for  minor  delays  due  to  heavy  pedestrian  volumes.  In  general,  the 
Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line  and  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  are  not  substantially  delayed 
by  traffic  operations  along  both  Ninth  Avenue  and  Irving  Street.  In  some  instances,  however, 
queues  from  the  intersection  of  Ninth/Lincoln  can  delay  traffic  flow  and  bus  operations  on 
northbound  Ninth  Avenue.  When  the  Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line  stops  in  the  northbound  and 
westbound  directions,  the  trains  block  the  travel  lane.  During  these  times,  there  is  a 
temporary  increase  in  vehicular  and  transit  delay  (44-O'Shaughnessy  in  the  northbound 
direction  only);  however,  these  delays  do  not  substantially  affect  traffic  and  transit  operations 
at  the  intersection. 
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TRANSIT 

The  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  operates  six  bus  lines  and  one  light  rail  line  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  including  the  5-Fulton,  21-Hayes,  28-Ninteenth  Avenue, 
31-Balboa,  44-O'Shaughnessy  and  71-Haight/Noriega  bus  lines,  plus  the  N-Judah  light  rail 
line.  The  44-O'Shaughnessy  provides  direct  access  into  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music 
Concourse  area.  In  the  Music  Concourse,  the  northbound  bus  stop  is  adjacent  to  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  southbound  bus  stop  is  located  adjacent  to  the 
de Young  Museum  site.  The  other  bus  lines  and  the  light  rail  line  operate  along  the  city  streets 
to  the  north  and  south  of  the  project  site.  According  to  recent  field  observations,  the  Muni  44- 
O'Shaughnessy  currently  has  available  capacity  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  during  both 
weekdays  and  weekends. 

No  daily  regional  transit  service  operates  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Regional  transit 
operators,  including  AC  Transit  (East  Bay),  BART  (East  Bay  and  Peninsula),  Caltrain  (South 
Bay  and  Peninsula),  Golden  Gate  Transit  (North  Bay)  and  SamTrans  (South  Bay  and 
Peninsula)  are  accessible  via  Muni  bus  and  light  rail  lines.  Connections  to  AC  Transit, 
Golden  Gate  Transit  and  SamTrans  can  be  made  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  (via  the  Muni  5- 
Fulton  line),  to  BART  at  the  Civic  Center  station  (via  the  5-Fulton,  21-Hayes  or  N-Judah 
lines),  and  to  SamTrans  at  the  Stonestown  Galleria  shopping  center  (via  the  28- 19th  Avenue 
line). 
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PARKING 

Existing  public  parking  conditions  were  examined  within  a  parking  study  area  generally 
bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west, 
Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the 
east,  as  shown  in  Figure  24.  The  parking  occupancy  was  determined  for  the  weekday, 
Saturday  and  Sunday  midday  period  (generally  between  1:00  and  3:00  PM). 

The  parking  study  area  was  divided  into  four  sub-areas:  north  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  south  of 
Golden  Gate  Park,  east  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  within  the  eastern  half  of  the  Park.  Parking 
supply  and  occupancy  within  the  Park  includes  both  on-street  curb  parking  and  off-street  lots 
that  are  available  for  public  parking  on  weekdays  or  weekends,  including  Kezar  Stadium, 
McLaren  Lodge,  Stow  Lake,  Children's  Playground  and  the  County  Fair  Building.  Table  2 
presents  a  summary  of  the  parking  supply  and  occupancy  for  the  three  time  periods. 


TABLE  2 

EXISTING  PARKING  CONDITIONS 


Time  Period 

North 

East 

South 

East  Park 

Total 

Weekday  Midday 

Supply 

2,137 

1,404 

2,317 

3,095 

8,953 

Occupancy 

1,596 

1,241 

2,083 

1,825 

6,745 

%  Occupied 

75% 

88% 

90% 

59% 

75% 

Saturday  Midday 

Supply 

2,137 

1,404 

2,317 

3,095 

8,953 

Occupancy 

1,711 

1,318 

2,137 

2,502 

7,668 

%  Occupied 

80% 

94% 

92% 

81% 

86% 

Sunday  Midday 

Supply1 

2,137 

1,404 

2,317 

2,184 

8,042 

Occupancy 

1,918 

1,309 

2,198 

1,894 

7,319 

%  Occupied 

90% 

93% 

95% 

87% 

91% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


Notes: 

Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west,  Judah 
Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the  east. 

1    On  Sundays,  a  portion  of  the  parking  supply  within  Golden  Gate  Park  is  not  available  due  to  roadway  closures. 
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North  of  Golden  Gate  Park 

The  on-street  parking  north  of  the  Park  in  the  study  area  is  generally  unrestricted,  except  at 
the  eastern  and  western  ends  which  has  residential  permit  parking  with  2-hour  parking  limits 
on  Monday  through  Friday  (area  "N"  and  "L").  Overall,  there  are  about  2,140  spaces,  which 
are  well  utilized,  particularly  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays.  Parking  occupancy  is  higher  on 
Sundays  (90  percent  versus  84  percent),  reflecting  the  loss  of  parking  supply  in  the  Park  due 
to  the  Sunday  road  closures  (including  Kennedy  Drive  and  Conservatory  Drive). 

East  of  Golden  Gate  Park 

East  of  the  Park,  on-street  parking  to  the  north  of  Oak  Street  and  to  the  south  of  Haight  Street 
is  within  residential  permit  districts  (areas  "L"  and  "J",  respectively).  In  both  areas,  the  on- 
street  parking  has  two-hour  time  limits  on  Monday  through  Friday.  Between  Oak  and  Haight 
Streets,  on-street  parking  is  generally  unrestricted.  Overall,  there  are  about  1,400  spaces, 
which  are  almost  completely  occupied  during  all  three  periods.  Parking  occupancy  on 
weekdays  is  relatively  high  during  the  midday  period  (88  percent)  due  to  the  parking  demand 
associated  with  Saint  Mary's  Hospital  and  the  University  of  San  Francisco. 

South  of  Golden  Gate  Park 

South  of  the  Park,  on-street  parking  to  the  west  of  Eighth  Avenue  is  generally  unrestricted; 
on-street  parking  to  the  east  of  Eighth  Avenue  is  within  a  residential  permit  district  with  two- 
hour  parking  limits  on  Monday  through  Friday  (area  J).  West  of  Seventh  Avenue,  on-street 
parking  along  Irving  Street  is  metered  (approximately  140  spaces).  The  parking  supply  in  this 
area  includes  three  publicly-accessible  off-street  parking  lots,  primarily  serving  the  Ninth  and 
Irving  commercial  area.  Overall,  there  are  about  2,320  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the 
study  area,  which  are  almost  completely  occupied  on  weekdays,  Saturdays  and  Sundays. 
Since  the  Sunday  road  closures  are  concentrated  along  the  north  side  of  the  Park,  the  parking 
demand  south  of  the  Park  is  similar  on  both  Saturdays  and  Sundays. 
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Within  Golden  Gate  Park 

In  the  study  area  (i.e.,  east  of  Crossover  Drive),  the  on-street  parking  in  the  Park  is  mostly 
unrestricted.  However,  some  parking  along  Bowling  Green  Drive  (between  King  Drive  and 
Middle  Drive  East)  has  three-hour  time  limits  on  weekdays.  Except  for  the  Music  Concourse 
area  and  the  Kezar  parking  lot,  all  parking  within  the  Park  is  free  of  charge.  At  the  Music 
Concourse,  there  are  about  200  metered  parking  spaces  (paid  parking  on  weekends  and 
holidays  only).  Overall,  there  are  approximately  3,100  parking  spaces  within  the  Park  east  of 
Crossover  Drive,  of  which  about  910  are  not  accessible  on  Sundays  due  to  the  roadway 
closures.  The  parking  occupancy  of  the  available  spaces  is  substantially  higher  on  Sundays, 
reflecting  the  decreased  supply  within  the  Park.  In  addition,  there  is  a  tour  bus  parking  lot, 
west  of  the  Bandshell  with  capacity  for  10  to  12  tour  buses. 

Outside  Study  Area,  West  of  Crossover  Drive 

Within  the  Park  west  of  Crossover  Drive,  there  are  about  2,760  on-street  and  off-street 
parking  spaces  (excluding  the  Reforestation  Center).  On  Saturdays,  Middle  Drive  West 
between  Metson  Road  and  Transverse  Drive  is  closed,  which  reduces  the  parking  supply  to 
about  2,430  spaces.  The  parking  supply  is  about  10  percent  occupied  during  the  weekday 
midday,  36  percent  occupied  during  the  Saturday  midday,  and  30  percent  occupied  during  the 
Sunday  midday.  It  should  be  noted  that  there  are  some  areas  in  the  Park  west  of  Crossover 
Drive  that  are  very  heavily  used  (e.g.,  along  Kennedy  Drive  between  Transverse  Drive  and 
36th  Avenue  and  on  King  Drive  near  the  Polo  Field),  and  visitors  to  these  areas  may  have  to 
park  somewhat  further  away.  However,  there  are  substantial  areas  that  have  low  parking 
demand.  As  a  result,  overall  parking  in  the  area  west  of  Crossover  is  less  than  40  percent 
occupied. 

Pedestrians  and  Bicyclists 

Sidewalks  and  pedestrian  paths  are  provided  throughout  much  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the 
surrounding  streets.  Along  Kennedy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  King  Drive  adjacent  to  the 
Music  Concourse,  the  sidewalks  and  paths  are  generally  8  to  15  feet  wide,  whereas  the 
sidewalks  along  the  Eighth  and  Tenth  Avenue  entrances  to  the  Park  are  only  4  to  6  feet  wide. 
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At  the  southern  Ninth  Avenue  entrance,  the  west  and  east  paths  are  4  to  6  feet  wide.  There  are 
undercrossings  at  the  corners  of  the  Music  Concourse  to  allow  pedestrians  and  bicyclist  to 
cross  under  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive. 

Overall,  pedestrian  conditions  are  generally  acceptable  throughout  the  Park.  The  sidewalks, 
paths  and  crosswalks  are  able  to  accommodate  typical  pedestrian  levels.  At  the  intersections 
of  Kennedy /Tea  Garden/Academy  and  Kennedy /Eighth,  however,  the  configuration  of  the 
intersections  result  in  the  potential  for  conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  vehicles.  At  both  of 
these  "T"  intersections,  one  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  approaches  does  not  stop,  and  it  can  be 
difficult  for  pedestrians  to  cross  the  entire  right-of-way.  In  addition,  the  narrow  sidewalks 
along  the  Eighth  and  Tenth  Avenue  entrances  to  the  Park  somewhat  impede  pedestrian  travel. 

There  are  signed  bicycle  routes  in  and  around  Golden  Gate  Park  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music 
Concourse.  These  include  east-west  routes  on  Cabrillo  Street  (#20),  Kennedy 
Drive/Panhandle  (#30)  and  Page  Street  (#32),  and  north-south  routes  on  Arguello 
Boulevard/Conservatory  Drive/Bowling  Green  Drive/Sixth  Avenue  (#65),  16th  Avenue  (#69) 
and  23rd  Avenue/20th  Avenues  (#75).  In  addition,  there  are  several  connector  routes  between 
the  major  north/south  and  east/west  routes,  including  the  #330,  #765  and  #365.  Within  the 
Park,  the  bicycle  routes  are  either  exclusive  paths  or  along  the  streets.  In  the  vicinity  of  the 
Music  Concourse,  no  signed  bicycle  routes  or  paths  are  provided  along  King  Drive,  Middle 
Drive  East,  Stow  Lake  Drive,  Academy  Drive  or  Tea  Garden  Drive. 

In  general,  bicycle  conditions  are  acceptable  throughout  the  Park  and  on  the  nearby  streets. 
Most  of  the  streets  have  sufficient  right-of-way  to  allow  bicyclists  and  vehicles  to  share  the 
roadway.  Inside  the  Park,  bicyclists  sometimes  use  the  pedestrian  paths,  which  can  result  in 
conflicts  between  bicycles  and  pedestrians  movement.  When  roadways  within  the  Park  are 
closed  to  vehicular  traffic  on  Sundays,  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  rollerbladers  and  others  share 
the  street  right-of-way. 
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IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 
Intersections 

The  operational  impact  on  signalized  intersections  is  considered  significant  when  project- 
related  traffic  causes  the  level  of  service  to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F, 
or  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F.  For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  the  operational  impact  on 
unsignalized  intersections  is  considered  significant  when  project-related  traffic  causes  the  level 
of  service  to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  for  LOS  E  or  F  at  more  than  one  approach. 
The  project  may  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  at  intersections  that  operate  at  LOS  E  or 
F  under  Existing  condition  depending  upon  the  magnitude  of  the  project's  contribution  to  the 
worsening  of  the  average  delay  per  vehicle.  In  addition,  the  project  would  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  if  it  would  cause  major  traffic  hazards  or  contribute  considerably  to  cumulative 
traffic  increases  that  would  cause  deterioration  in  levels  of  service  to  unacceptable  levels. 

Parking 

Parking  supply  is  not  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment  in  San 
Francisco.8  Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  vary  from  day  to 
night,  day  to  day,  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack 
thereof)  is  not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their 
modes  and  patterns  of  travel.  Therefore,  parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects, 
rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA. 

Parking  deficits  may  be  associated  with  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as 
increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality,  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion. 
However,  as  noted  above,  in  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  planners,  the 
absence  of  a  ready  supply  of  parking  spaces,  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto 
travel  (e.g.,  transit,  taxis,  bicycles  or  travel  by  foot)  and  the  relatively  dense  patterns  of  urban 
development,  may  induce  drivers  to  seek  and  find  alternative  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other 
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modes  of  travel,  or  change  their  overall  travel  habits.  Any  such  resulting  shifts  to  transit 
service,  in  particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's  "Transit  First"  policy. 

Additionally,  regarding  potential  secondary  effects,  cars  circling  and  looking  for  a  parking 
space  in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply  is  typically  a  temporary  condition,  often  offset  by  a 
reduction  in  vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  a 
given  area.  Hence,  any  secondary  environmental  impacts  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in 
parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  would  likely  be  minor  and  difficult  to  predict. 

Thus,  a  parking  shortage  is  not  considered  to  be  a  permanent  condition  and  is  also  not 
considered  to  be  a  physical  environmental  impact  even  though  it  is  understood  to  be  an 
inconvenience  to  drivers.  Therefore,  the  creation  of  or  an  increase  in  parking  demand 
resulting  from  a  proposed  project  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities 
would  not  itself  be  considered  a  significant  environmental  effect  under  CEQA.  In  the  absence 
of  such  physical  environmental  impacts,  CEQA  does  not  require  environmental  documents  to 
propose  mitigation  measures  solely  because  a  project  is  expected  to  generate  parking 
shortfalls. 

Transit 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial 
increase  in  transit  demand  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  adjacent  transit  capacity, 
resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  operating 
costs  such  that  significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit  service  levels  could  result.  With  the  Muni 
and  regional  transit  screenlines  analyses,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
transit  provider  if  project-related  transit  trips  would  cause  the  capacity  utilization  standard  to 
be  exceeded  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour. 

Pedestrians  and  Bicyclists 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  result  in  substantial 
overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians,  or 
otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas.  The  project 
would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  create  potentially  hazardous 
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conditions  for  bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  bicycle  accessibility  to  the 
site  and  adjoining  areas. 

Construction 

Construction-related  impacts  generally  would  not  be  considered  significant  due  to  their 
temporary  and  limited  duration. 

METHODOLOGY 

In  general,  parking  facilities  are  considered  to  accommodate  vehicle  trips  generated  by  other 
land  uses.  Traffic  generators  in  the  area  would  include  the  institutions  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area  and  other  Park  activities.  Traffic  and  parking  demand  generated  by  these  uses  could 
potentially  be  accommodated  in  the  proposed  parking  facility.  The  project  would  therefore 
cause  traffic  to  shift  from  other  parking  areas,  thus  resulting  in  changes  to  traffic  routes  and 
distribution  of  traffic  and  parking  in  the  area. 

Baseline  Conditions 

The  data  collection  for  Existing  Conditions  generally  reflects  summer/fall  2001  conditions 
which  do  not  include  the  travel  demand  associated  with  the  former  de Young  Museum  (the 
museum  was  closed  in  January  2001)  or  the  New  de  Young  (which  is  currently  under 
construction).  In  addition,  the  Academy  of  Sciences  (CAS)  is  proposed  to  be  undergoing 
reconstruction  and  it  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  number  of  CAS 
visitors  in  the  future.  A  separate  baseline  condition  was  developed  to  allow  for  a  comparison 
of  transportation  conditions  without  and  with  the  proposed  underground  parking  facilities  and 
other  project  Transportation  Implementation  Plans  (TIP)  elements. 

Baseline  conditions  are  defined  as  the  Existing  Conditions  plus  the  travel  demand  associated 
with  the  New  de  Young  and  the  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the  reconstruction  of 
the  CAS.  In  addition  to  the  new  visitor  trips,  the  analysis  assumes  the  anticipated  increase  in 
staff  at  the  two  new  institutions.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  trips  associated  with  the  staff 
would  occur  during  the  three  analysis  time  periods;  however,  the  parking  demand  associated 
with  staff  were  included  in  the  parking  demand. 
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Trip  Generation 

Travel  demand  associated  with  both  the  New  de Young  and  the  new  CAS  was  based  on 
historical  attendance  levels,  existing  travel  characteristics  and  anticipated  future  attendance 
levels.  For  the  New  de  Young  museum,  an  attendance  level  of  600,000  visitors  was  assumed. 
For  the  new  CAS,  an  increase  in  attendance  from  about  800,000  visitors  to  1.4  million  visitors 
was  assumed,  based  on  information  provided  by  the  institutions.  For  both  institutions,  the 
average  day  attendance  plus  one  standard  deviation  was  used  as  the  study  attendance  levels,  to 
reflect  the  variability  in  attendance  levels  (due  to  major  exhibits,  school  functions,  etc.). 

Mode  Split 

The  mode  split  (percentage  of  visitors  who  drive,  take  transit,  walk  or  use  other  means  to 
travel  to  and  from  the  institutions)  was  based  on  data  provided  by  the  Corporation  of  the  Fine 
Arts  Museums,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department's  Interim  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  (from  January  2000). 
Overall,  about  66  percent  of  the  trips  would  be  by  auto,  8  percent  by  transit,  18  percent  by 
walk  and  8  percent  by  other  modes.  Combined,  the  New  de  Young  and  new  CAS  would 
generate  about  117  vehicle  trips  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  595  vehicle  trips  during 
the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  547  vehicle  trips  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour. 

Trip  Distribution/Assignment 

Based  on  information  from  the  Interim  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  and  from 
visitor  surveys  at  the  institutions,  it  was  estimated  that  about  15  percent  of  the  new  trips 
generated  by  the  institutions  would  come  to  and  from  areas  within  San  Francisco,  about  53 
percent  to  and  from  the  Bay  Area  (including  the  East  Bay,  North  Bay  and  South  Bay)  and  32 
percent  from  outside  the  region.  These  distribution  patterns  were  used  as  the  basis  for 
assigning  the  trips  to  the  local  streets  in  the  study  area.  In  general,  most  of  these  trips  were 
assigned  to  the  major  roadways  connecting  Golden  Gate  Park  to  the  north,  east  and  south, 
including  Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  Geary  Boulevard,  Fulton  Street,  Fell/Oak  Streets  and  19th 
Avenue,  with  some  also  assigned  to  the  minor  connecting  roadways.  The  vehicle  trips 
destined  to  and  from  the  institutions  were  assigned  to  parking  spaces  within  the  Park  and  to 
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spaces  to  the  north,  east  and  south  of  the  Park  based  on  the  information  on  parking  location  of 
visitors  to  the  CAS  and  the  number  of  available  spaces  within  the  during  the  analysis  periods. 

Parking  Demand 

The  parking  demand  generated  by  the  visitors  to  the  New  de Young  and  the  new  CAS  was 
estimated  for  the  weekday,  Saturday  and  Sunday  midday  periods.  The  combined  parking 
demand  for  the  New  de  Young  and  the  additional  CAS  attendance  would  be  about  432  spaces 
during  the  weekday  midday  peak  hour,  about  666  spaces  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak 
hour  and  about  612  spaces  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour.  (As  part  of  the  approval 
process  for  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  the  Zoning  Administrator  granted  a  Variance  from  the 
museum's  156-space  parking  requirement.  The  Variance  included  findings  that  parking 
demand  for  the  New  DeYoung  Museum  would  be  accommodated  in  existing  parking  in  the 
Park,  or  in  the  potential  future  GGPCA  parking  facility,  and  that  the  intent  of  Proposition  J 
was  to  provide  parking  for  the  existing  institutions  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.9)  In  addition, 
the  parking  demand  associated  with  the  additional  staff  anticipated  at  the  New  de  Young  and 
the  new  CAS  was  estimated  by  the  number  of  new  staff,  and  average  mode  split  and  vehicle 
occupancy  rates  from  the  Interim  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines.  Combined,  it 
was  estimated  that  the  New  de  Young  and  the  new  the  CAS  would  have  a  staff  parking  demand 
for  72  spaces  on  weekdays  and  27  spaces  on  weekends. 

Baseline  plus  Project  Conditions 

The  number  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  Phase  I  800-space  Underground  Parking 
Facility  was  estimated  assuming  that  the  facility  would  be  fully  occupied  during  the  midday, 
which  is  the  peak  period  of  parking  demand  in  the  Park.  This  would  be  a  conservative 
estimate  of  the  traffic  to  and  from  the  garage  during  the  analysis  periods,  since  it  would  result 
in  the  highest  number  of  inbound  and  outbound  vehicle  trips.  This  would  also  provide  a 
conservative  estimate  of  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  the  garage. 

Since  Phase  II  would  include  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  would  close  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  to  through  traffic,  a  reassignment  of  Park  vehicles  was  conducted  for  this 
phase.  In  addition,  although  both  Parking  Variant  1  and  Parking  Variant  2  would  remove  the 
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same  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  Park,  the  location  of  the  spaces  to  be 
eliminated  would  be  different,  and  separate  vehicle  trip  assignments  and  parking  assignments 
were  developed  for  each  parking  variant. 

The  analysis  of  weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour  conditions  was 
performed  for  the  Baseline  analysis  scenarios  using  a  four-step/five-step  process: 

Step  1  -  Assignment  of  Vehicle  Trips  To/From  Garage 

The  number  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  parking  facility  was  estimated  for  the  weekday 
PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours.  For  this  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that 
the  facility  would  be  100  percent  occupied  during  the  midday  peak  hour,  which  is  a 
conservative  assumption  for  the  transportation  analysis.  The  number  of  trips  to  and  from  the 
facility  was  based  the  vehicle-trip  generation  associated  with  the  New  de Young  and  the  new 
CAS,  plus  trips  associated  with  other  parking  within  the  Park.  Overall,  it  was  estimated  that 
there  would  be  about  223  vehicle  trips  (36  inbound  and  187  outbound)  during  the  weekday  PM 
peak  hour,  and  about  581  vehicle  trips  (302  inbound  and  279  outbound)  during  both  the 
Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours.  The  origin/destination  patterns  and  the 
general  assignment  of  the  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  parking  facility  were  assumed  to  be 
similar  as  for  the  New  de  Young  and  new  CAS,  since  the  facility  would  primarily  serve  the 
Music  Concourse  area  institutions  and  attractions. 

Step  2  -  Elimination  of  Vehicles  Trips  and  Parking  Demand  Associated  with  Parking  Removal 

The  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  800-space  parking  removal  were  eliminated  from  the 
Baseline  traffic  volumes  for  all  three  study  periods.  Since  the  location  of  the  spaces  to  be 
removed  has  not  been  determined,  two  variants  were  analyzed:  Parking  Variant  1  concentrated 
the  removal  of  parking  spaces  east  of  Crossover  Drive  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Music 
Concourse,  while  Parking  Variant  2  assumed  parking  removal  east  of  Crossover  Drive 
dispersed  throughout  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Park.  For  both  variants,  the  number  of 
weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak-hour  trips  associated  with  the  spaces 
to  be  eliminated  was  estimated  based  on  current  parking  occupancies  and  estimated  turnover 
rates.  These  vehicles  were  then  removed  from  the  Baseline  turning  movement  volumes.  In 

Case  No.  2001. 911E  ^   FINAL  EIR 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


addition,  the  parking  supply  and  occupancy  were  subtracted  from  the  parking  supply  and 
demand  from  within  the  Park. 

Step  3  -  Assignment  of  Parking  Demand  Not  Accommodated  in  Garage 

The  parking  demand  and  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  parking  removal  for  the  vehicles  not 
accommodated  within  the  proposed  garage  were  reassigned  back  into  the  Park  and  the  study 
areas  north,  south  and  east  of  the  Park,  based  on  the  current  availability  of  parking  supply  and 
the  general  distance  to  major  Park  attractions.  Due  to  differences  in  location  and  occupancy  of 
parking  removal,  the  assignment  of  vehicle-trips  associated  with  the  parking  was  different  for 
Parking  Variant  1  than  for  Parking  Variant  2. 

Step  4  -  Reassignment  of  Tenth  Avenue  Traffic 

Since  the  Phase  I  -  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  require  the  closure  of  Tenth  Avenue 
between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Fulton  Street,  the  existing  vehicles  using  this  segment  were 
reassigned  to  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park.  Although  some  drivers  might  shift  to 
other  Park  entrances,  such  as  Arguello  Boulevard,  the  reassignment  of  all  trips  to  Eighth 
Avenue  would  result  in  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  additional  traffic  volumes  on  Eighth 
Avenue  and  within  this  portion  of  the  Park. 

Step  5  -  Assignment  of  Traffic  to  Tunnel  (Phase  II  only) 

For  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  the  vehicles  that  use  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways  were  reassigned  to  the  through  street  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Middle  Drive 
East.  The  number  of  vehicles  that  would  use  the  through  street  was  determined  based  on  the 
existing  traffic  counts  and  the  travel  patterns  of  vehicles  using  the  Music  Concourse  roadways, 
as  estimated  from  the  origin-destination  surveys.  In  addition,  as  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  would  be  reconfigured  into  a  loop  with  Phase  II,  all  remaining  traffic  volumes 
on  the  roadways  were  reassigned  to  other  streets. 

2015  Cumulative  Conditions 

Separate  2015  Cumulative  conditions  were  developed  for  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  since  the 
Underground  Through  Street  and  the  closure  of  Music  Concourse  roadways  to  through  traffic 
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would  substantially  affect  the  assignment  of  vehicles  within  the  Park  and  the  surrounding 
streets.  For  comparison  purposes,  both  2015  Cumulative  scenarios  assume  Parking  Variant  1 
only. 

By  2015,  it  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  changes  to  the  existing  transportation  network  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  which  were  included  in  the  analysis  of  the  2015 
Cumulative  intersection  operations.  These  changes  were  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan,  and  include  the  reconfiguration  of  the  Kennedy /Kezar  intersection,  the  closure  of  Waller 
Street  and  the  closure  of  the  Seventh  Avenue/Lincoln  Way  entrance.10 

The  future  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  were  based  on  the  work  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Draft  Master  Plan  EIR.  A  1 .0  percent  per  year  increase  in  traffic  volumes  at  the  study 
intersections  outside  Golden  Gate  Park,  and  a  0.5  percent  per  year  increase  at  the  study 
intersections  within  the  Park  were  applied  to  the  Existing  traffic  volumes  for  the  future  2015 
Cumulative  traffic  volumes.  Since  these  growth  rates  were  applied  to  the  existing  intersection 
volumes,  they  would  account  for  the  additional  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  New  de Young 
and  the  new  CAS.  Changes  to  routing  to  account  for  the  garage  entry/exit,  closure  of  Tenth 
Avenue,  surface  parking  removal,  and  the  above  roadway  changes  were  made  to  the  resulting 
volumes  to  obtain  the  2015  Cumulative  with  Garage  Phase  I  and  2015  Cumulative  with  Garage 
Phase  II  traffic  volumes. 

BASELINE  CONDITIONS 

Traffic 

Tables  3,  4  and  5  presents  the  Baseline  intersection  operating  conditions  for  the  weekday  PM 
peak  hour,  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour,  respectively.  The 
addition  of  the  new  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  New  de  Young  and  the  new  CAS  would 
not  substantially  affect  the  intersection  operating  conditions  during  the  three  analysis  periods. 
In  general,  traffic  operating  conditions  would  be  similar  to  Existing  Conditions;  however, 
there  would  be  increases  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  at  most  of  the  study  intersections. 
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#  TABLE  3 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
WEEKDAY  PM  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing  Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

1. 

Cabrillo/Park  Presidio 

16.8 

B 

16.9 

B 

2. 

Cabrillo/Tenth2 

11.9 

B  (eb) 

12.1 

B  (eb) 

3. 

Cabrillo/Eightlr 

14.6 

B  (nb) 

14.9 

B  (nb) 

4. 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

35.6 

D 

35.9 

D 

5. 

Fulton/Tenth 

18.5 

B 

18.7 

B 

6. 

Fulton/Eighth 

20.6 

c 

20.9 

c 

7. 

Fulton/Arguello 

21.0 

c 

21.1 

c 

8. 

Fulton/Stanyan 

47.2 

D 

47.7 

D 

9. 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

45.9 

D 

46.5 

D 

10. 

King/Crossover 

38.5 

D 

39.2 

D 

11. 

Lincoln/Nineteenth 

36.1 

D 

36.5 

D 

12. 

Ninth/Lincoln 

46.9 

D 

48.3 

D 

13. 

Kennedy/Tenth2 

15  1 

C  (eh) 

16  0 

C  (eh) 

14. 

Kennedy/Academy/Tea  Garden2 

28.7 

D  (wb) 

31.0 

D  (wb) 

15. 

Kennedy/Eighth2 

18.0 

C  (wb) 

18.3 

C  (wb) 

16. 

Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East2 

49.4 

E  (wb) 

>50 

F  (wb) 

17. 

Kennedy/Kezar2 

>50 

F  (eb) 

>50 

F  (eb) 

18. 

King/Tea  Garden2 

24.4 

C  (sb) 

25.1 

D(sb) 

19. 

King/Academy2 

8.1 

A  (eb) 

8.8 

A  (eb) 

20. 

King/Middle  Drive  East2 

25.8 

D  (sb) 

26.9 

D  (sb) 

21. 

Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

8.9 

A  (wb) 

9.0 

A  (wb) 

22. 

King/Kezar 

14.1 

B 

14.1 

B 

23. 

Ninth/Irving 

30.5 

C 

30.6 

C 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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#  TABLE  4 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
SATURDAY  MIDDAY  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing  Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

1. 

Cabrillo/Park  Presidio 

16  8 

I  VI.  O 

R 

JJ 

17  9 

R 
D 

2. 

Cabrillo/Tenth2 

9  4 

A  feh » 

IVJ.yJ 

R  (ph. 

3. 

Cabrillo/Eighth2 

10.3 

B  Cnh") 

1 1  3 

H.J 

B  (nh) 

JJ  yllU J 

4. 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

29  3 

r 

29  9 

r 

5. 

Fulton/Tenth 

15  8 

R 

JJ 

16  5 

R 

Lj 

6. 

Fulton/Eighth 

15  6 

1J.U 

R 

JJ 

16  6 

R 

JJ 

7. 

Fulton/Arguello 

13  8 

R 

JJ 

1 5  0 

R 

L) 

8. 

Fulton/Stanyan 

u  /  .o 

Hi 

/U.J 

JE/ 

9. 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

18  8 

lO.O 

R 

JJ 

19  6 

R 

JJ 

10. 

King/Crossover 

JT.  J 

c 

36  7 

JO.  / 

D 
u 

11. 

Lincol  n/N  i  neteenth 

97  7 

c 

30  3 
jU.j 

r 

12. 

Ninth/Lincoln 

L  i  111111/  l_/lllvv/lll 

96  3 

c 

90  0 

13. 

Kennedy/Tenth2 

1  1  f, 

R 

1  4  1 
It.  1 

R  (ph\ 

14. 

Kennedy/Academy/Tea  Garden2 

14.0 

B  (wb) 

14.8 

B  (wb) 

15. 

Kennedy/Eighth2 

11.0 

B  (wb) 

11.8 

B  (wb) 

16. 

Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East2 

14.9 

B  (wb) 

18.4 

C  (wb) 

17. 

Kennedy/Kezar2 

>50 

F  (eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

18. 

King/Tea  Garden2 

21.0 

C  (sb) 

23.5 

C  (sb) 

19. 

King/Academy2 

8.9 

A  (eb) 

9.1 

A  (eb) 

20. 

King/Middle  Drive  East2 

15.5 

C  (sb) 

18.3 

C  (sb) 

21. 

Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

8.0 

A  (wb) 

8.1 

A  (wb) 

22. 

King/Kezar 

7.7 

A 

8.1 

A 

23. 

Ninth/Irving 

32.9 

C 

35.0 

C 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  =  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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#  TABLE  5 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
SUNDAY  MIDDAY  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing  Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

J.     K^aUl  111U/  r  al  IV  rlCSiUlU 

17  0 

n 

D 

17  5 

1  /  .  J 

R 
D 

7  rahrilln/Tpnth2 
L.     v^dUl  111U/  1  Clllll 

y .  j 

A  (xvh\ 

0  Q 

y.y 

A  fwM 

3  Tahrilln/Fiphth2 

9  8 

A  (eh) 

10  2 

B  CeM 

t.      falK  rl  CMU1U/  r  Ul  LUll 

99  4 

r 

30  1 

JU.  1 

S  Fiiltnn/Tpnth 

1  ft  5 

1  U.J 

17  4 

R 

fx      T^iil ton /T-*  i  CThtVi 
o.    r  uiiuJi/ C/igiiui 

1  S  0 

R 

1S  4 

R 
D 

*7      T*n1  tnn  /  A  rcriipl  1  r\ 
/.    r  uiiuji/  /\i  ^uciiu 

^7  ^ 

c 

36  7 

o.  ruuon/oidnydn 

sn 

->  5U 

17 

r 

Oft 

->  oil 

17 

r 

y.  IXClinCUy/Olallyall 

10  Q 

R 

70  9 
±>\j  .y 

c 

iving/ crossover 

Q 

JJ.7 

c 

V- 

JO.U 

11.     LlllLUlll/rN  lllClCClllll 

1Q  7 

iy.  / 

R 
J3 

ZAJ.J 

iz.  in  irun/  Lincoln 

1 1  ^ 

1  j  .j 

R 

1  4  1 
It.  1 

R 

13.  Kennedy/Tenth2 

14.  Kennedy/Academy/Tea  Garden2 

15.  Kennedy/Eighth2 

16.  Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East2 

17.  Kennedy/Kezar2 

18.  King/Tea  Garden2 

11.8 

B  (eb) 

13.7 

B  (eb) 

19.  King/Academy2 

8.2 

A  (eb) 

8.4 

A  (eb) 

20.  King/Middle  Drive  East2 

10.8 

B  (nb) 

13.3 

B  (sb) 

21.  Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

7.5 

A  (nb) 

7.5 

A  (nb) 

22.  King/Kezar 

10.2 

B 

11.7 

B 

23.  Ninth/Irving 

27.2 

C 

28.2 

C 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  =  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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Parking 

Tables  6,  7  and  8  presents  the  Baseline  parking  conditions  for  the  weekday  midday  peak  hour, 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour,  respectively.  The  New  de Young 
and  the  new  CAS  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  parking  demand  of  about  432  vehicles 
during  the  weekday  midday  period,  666  vehicles  during  the  Saturday  midday  period  and  about 
612  vehicles  during  the  Sunday  midday  period  (both  visitors  and  additional  staff).  In  general, 
the  majority  of  the  additional  parking  demand  could  be  accommodated  within  the  Park; 
however,  due  to  constrained  parking  conditions  within  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music 
Concourse,  some  drivers  visiting  the  institutions  or  Concourse  vicinity  may  need  to  park 
outside  the  Park.  On  Sundays,  parking  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  find  in  the  study  area, 
and  there  would  be  competition  for  spaces  between  neighborhood  residents,  retail/commercial 
patrons  and  Park  users.  As  a  result,  parkers  would  need  to  seek  parking  even  further  away, 
outside  the  study  area. 


TABLE  6 

BASELINE  PARKING  CONDITIONS  WEEKDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 


Location  Existing  Baseline 


North  of  Park 

Supply 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

1,596 

1,640 

%  Occupied 

75% 

77% 

East  of  Park 

Supply 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,241 

1,241 

%  Occupied 

88% 

88% 

South  of  Park 

Supply 

2,317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,083 

2,098 

%  Occupied 

90% 

91% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

3,095 

3,095 

Occupancy 

1,825 

2,271 

%  Occupied 

59% 

74% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,953 

8,953 

Occupancy 

6,745 

7,250 

%  Occupied 

75% 

81% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


Note:  Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover 
Drive  to  the  west,  Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard 
to  the  east. 
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TABLE  7 

BASELINE  PARKING  CONDITIONS  SATURDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 


Location 

Existing 

Baseline 

North  of  Park 

Supply 

Mr  Mr  J 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

1,711 

1,914 

%  Occupied 

80% 

90% 

East  of  Park 

SuddIy 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,318 

1,332 

%  Occupied 

94% 

95% 

South  of  Park 

Sunnl  v 

2  317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,137 

%  183 

%  Occupied 

92% 

94% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

3,095 

3,095 

Occupancy 

2,502 

2,933 

%  Occupied 

81% 

98% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,953 

8,953 

Occupancy 

7,668 

8,362 

%  Occupied 

86% 

95% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover 
Drive  to  the  west,  Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan 
Boulevard  to  the  east. 
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TABLE  8 

BASELINE  PARKING  CONDITIONS 
SUNDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 


Location 

Existing 

Baseline 

North  of  Park 

Supply 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

1,918 

2,114 

%  Occupied 

90% 

99% 

East  of  Park 

Supply 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,309 

1,376 

%  Occupied 

93% 

98% 

South  of  Park 

Supply 

2,317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,198 

2,285 

%  Occupied 

95% 

99% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

2,184 

2,184 

Occupancy 

1,894 

2,184 

%  Occupied 

87% 

100% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,042 

8,042 

Occupancy 

7,319 

7,959 

%  Occupied 

91% 

99% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

Note: 

Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover 
Drive  to  the  west,  Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan 
Boulevard  to  the  east. 
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BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  CONDITIONS 
Surface  Circulation  Changes 

The  reconfiguration  of  the  Park  roadways  in  conjunction  with  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  circulation 
through  the  Music  Concourse  would  affect  the  adjacent  areas  of  the  Park  and  nearby  Park 
access  roads. 

With  the  Phase  I  parking  facility,  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park  would  be  eliminated 
and  replaced  with  the  garage  driveway.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  a  shift  in  Park-related 
traffic  volumes  from  Tenth  Avenue  to  Eighth  Avenue.  Due  to  this  shift,  operating  conditions 
at  the  intersections  along  Eighth  Avenue  would  worsen,  especially  during  the  weekday  PM 
peak  hour.  In  addition,  the  number  of  vehicles  current  entering  and  exiting  the  Park  via  Tenth 
Avenue  is  greater  than  the  number  of  vehicles  that  would  enter  and  exit  the  garage. 
Therefore,  with  Phase  I,  traffic  volumes  on  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  lower  and  operating 
conditions  at  the  intersections  along  Tenth  Avenue  would  improve. 

To  accommodate  inbound  and  outbound  vehicles  at  the  Academy  Drive  garage  entrance/exit 
driveway,  Academy  Drive  would  be  converted  to  two-way  operations  between  King  Drive  and 
the  driveway  (a  distance  of  about  200  feet).  As  a  result,  the  intersection  of  King/Academy 
would  become  all-way  STOP  controlled  (currently,  Academy  Drive  is  one-way  northbound, 
and  eastbound  and  westbound  traffic  does  not  stop).  Vehicles  exiting  the  garage  would  be 
required  to  stop  and  yield  to  northbound  Academy  Drive  traffic  (all  vehicles  exiting  the  garage 
would  be  required  to  turn  left  onto  Academy  Drive  southbound).  The  reconfiguration  of  the 
intersection  of  King/ Academy,  the  establishment  of  STOP  signs  at  all  three  approaches,  the 
positioning  of  the  driveway  perpendicular  to  Academy  Drive,  and  the  200-foot  distance  from 
King  Drive  would  facilitate  traffic  flow  into  and  out  of  Academy  Drive  and  would  ensure  that 
sufficient  sight  distances  exist  for  all  movements. 

With  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  would  be 
closed  to  through  traffic  and  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  reconfigured 
into  a  one-way  loop.  It  is  anticipated  that  almost  all  of  the  existing  traffic  on  Academy  Drive 
and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  divert  to  the  tunnel.  As  a  result  of  the  closure,  access  to  the 
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Music  Concourse  uses  (including  the  New  de Young,  CAS  and  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden)  from  the  north  would  become  more  difficult,  as  vehicles  entering  the  Park  from 
Eighth  Avenue  would  need  to  travel  through  the  Underground  Through  Street  to  Middle  Drive 
East  and  then  enter  the  Music  Concourse  from  the  south.  In  addition,  access  to  the  Music 
Concourse  uses  from  the  east  would  also  become  more  difficult,  as  vehicles  currently  on 
Kennedy  Drive  would  need  to  turn  to  Middle  Drive  East  or  to  the  Underground  Through 
Street  and  then  enter  the  Music  Concourse  from  the  south. 

Although  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  would  be  closed  to  through  traffic  with  Phase  II, 
Muni  buses  and  emergency  vehicles  would  still  travel  between  these  roadways  and  Kennedy 
Drive.  A  connector  roadway  would  be  provided  between  Academy/Tea  Garden  Drives  and 
Kennedy  Drive.  Private  vehicles  would  be  prohibited  from  using  this  connector.  Restriction 
would  be  by  signage  and  enforcement  only,  which  could  lead  to  violations  and  driver 
confusion.  For  instance,  vehicles  traveling  behind  Muni  buses  may  inadvertently  or 
deliberately  follow  these  buses  through  the  connector.  In  addition,  enforcement  would  be 
difficult  without  physical  barriers  or  constant  presence  of  traffic  control  officers. 

At  the  intersection  of  Middle  Drive  East  with  the  Underground  Through  Street,  all  vehicles 
leaving  the  tunnel  would  be  required  to  turn  right  onto  westbound  Middle  Drive  East  and 
travel  through  the  intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive  East.11  As  a  result,  there  would  be  a 
substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  at  the  westbound  approach  to  the  intersection,  which 
would  lead  to  the  formation  of  lengthy  queues.  In  addition,  vehicles  destined  to  the  east  would 
be  required  to  backtrack  (i.e.,  turn  right  onto  Middle  Drive  East,  turn  left  onto  King  Drive 
and  on  King  Drive  to  the  east),  which  would  be  circuitous  and  result  in  additional  traffic 
volumes  along  King  Drive. 

Traffic  Impacts 

The  construction  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  require  improvements  at 
a  number  of  intersections  to  accommodate  the  changes  in  traffic  flows  and  turning  movements. 
For  purposes  of  the  analysis  of  Phase  I,  the  following  assumptions  have  been  made. 
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Tenth  Avenue/Fulton  Street 

Tenth  Avenue  between  Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  eliminated  and  replaced 
with  the  garage  entrance  and  exit  ramp,  which  would  have  one  southbound  (inbound)  lane  and 
two  northbound  (outbound)  lanes.  To  accommodate  vehicles  destined  to  the  garage  driveway, 
two  changes  would  be  made  to  Fulton  Street:  a  westbound  left-turn  pocket  would  be  created 
(with  an  exclusive  left-turn  signal  phase)  and  a  wider  eastbound  curb  lane  would  be  provided 
allow  traffic  to  maneuver  around  any  queued  traffic  at  the  garage  entrance. 

11th  Avenue/Fulton  Street 

To  accommodate  the  changes  at  Tenth/Fulton,  the  existing  Muni  5-Fulton  bus  stop  on  Fulton 
Street  at  Tenth  Avenue  (in  both  the  eastbound  and  westbound  directions)  would  be  relocated  to 
1 1th  Avenue,  and  a  traffic  signal  with  pedestrian  actuation  and  new  crosswalks  would  be 
provided  at  1  l^/Fulton.  This  signal  would  be  interconnected  to  the  signal  at  Tenth/Fulton  to 
minimize  delays  on  Fulton  Street. 

Kennedy  Drive/Tenth  Avenue 

This  intersection  would  be  eliminated  with  the  garage  entrance  and  exit  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue. 
King  Drive/Academy  Drive 

To  accommodate  vehicles  exiting  the  garage,  Academy  Drive  would  be  converted  to  two-way 
operation  between  King  Drive  and  the  garage  entrance  and  exit  ramp.  In  addition,  the 
intersection  of  King/Academy  would  be  converted  into  all-way  STOP  sign-controlled 
(currently,  eastbound  and  westbound  traffic  does  not  stop). 

In  addition,  Phase  II  would  include  the  following  changes: 

Kennedy  Drive/Eighth  Avenue 

The  Underground  Through  Street  would  connect  at  the  south  side  of  this  intersection,  which 
would  be  an  all-way  STOP  sign-controlled. 
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King  Drive/Middle  Drive  East 

On  Middle  Drive  East,  a  left-turn  lane  would  be  added  to  the  westbound  approach,  so  that  the 
approach  would  provide  a  right-turn  lane  and  a  left-turn  lane. 

Middle  Drive  East/Underground  Through  Street 

This  new  intersection  would  be  all-way  STOP-controlled.  On  Middle  Drive  East,  an 
eastbound  left-turn  lane  would  be  provided  for  vehicles  to  access  the  tunnel.  The  southern 
tunnel  approach  would  be  configured  to  provide  a  right-turn  only  lane  exiting  onto  Middle 
Drive  East  westbound,  and  vehicles  would  be  prohibited  from  turning  left  onto  Middle  Drive 
East  eastbound. 

Music  Concourse  Roadways 

With  Phase  II,  vehicular  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  for  pick-ups  and  drop-offs, 
buses  and  taxis  would  be  restricted  to  a  one-way  loop  connecting  Academy  Drive  (northbound) 
and  Tea  Garden  Drive  (southbound)  to  King  Drive.  Access  from  Kennedy  Drive  into  the 
Music  Concourse,  and  from  the  Music  Concourse  to  Kennedy  Drive,  would  be  restricted  to 
Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  only.  Restriction  would  be  by  signage  and  enforcement  at  a 
minimum,  and  possibly  by  barrier. 

Tables  9,  10  and  1 1  presents  the  intersection  levels  of  service  for  the  Baseline  plus  Project 
Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1,  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  2  and  Baseline  plus 
Project  Phase  II,  Parking  Variant  1  scenarios  for  the  weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and 
Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

Phase  I 

The  Baseline  plus  Phase  I,  Parking  Variants  1  and  2  conditions,  would  result  in  a  significant 
traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  and 
would  have  no  significant  traffic  impacts  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak 
hours. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 

Phase  II 

The  Baseline  plus  Phase  II,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions  would  result  in  a  significant  traffic 
impact  at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy/Eighth/Concourse  Bypass  Tunnel  during  the  weekday 
PM  peak  hour,  and  would  have  no  significant  traffic  impacts  during  the  Saturday  midday  and 
Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

Garage  Operations 

The  parking  facility  would  be  a  paid  operation  ("pay-on-foot"  or  pay  parking  ticket  prior  to 
returning  to  vehicle)  and  would  contain  800  parking  spaces  in  two,  two-level  structures  (North 
Garage  and  South  Garage)  connected  by  a  tunnel.  The  facility  would  provide  variable 
electronic  signage  to  provide  information  regarding  the  availability  of  parking  within  each 
level  and  each  side  of  the  garage  and  whether  the  garage  is  fully  occupied.  For  instance, 
signage  would  be  provided  along  Fulton  Street  (for  traffic  in  the  eastbound,  westbound  and 
southbound  directions)  and  Academy  Drive  to  notify  potential  parkers  that  the  garage  of  the 
current  garage  occupancy.  These  signs  would  be  operated  by  garage  staff,  and  would  include 
video  cameras  to  monitor  the  queuing  situation  at  the  parking  facility  entrances.  In  addition, 
when  the  facility  were  to  approach  full  occupancy,  drivers  would  be  directed  to  use  other 
parking  facilities  in  the  area,  including  the  Kezar  lot  on  the  UCSF  Garage. 

At  both  the  Tenth  Avenue  and  Academy  Drive  driveways,  the  inbound  and  outbound  access 
control  devices  would  be  located  a  distance  from  the  main  roadway  -  about  200  feet  at  the 
Tenth  Avenue  entrance  and  120-140  feet  at  the  Academy  Drive  entrance.  Queues  that  form 
into  the  facility  would  likely  be  accommodated  in  the  driveways  and  would  not  affect  vehicular 
circulation  on  the  adjacent  streets  or  roadways.  To  supplement  the  analysis  of  intersection 
operating  conditions,  a  queuing  analysis  was  performed  at  these  two  driveways.  Overall,  it 
was  determined  that  the  proposed  left-turn  pocket  from  westbound  Fulton  Street  into  the 
parking  facility  would  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  entrance  queues  (about  two 
or  three  vehicles).  In  addition,  the  queues  that  would  form  at  the  southbound  Tenth  Avenue 
would  be  relatively  short  (about  one  vehicle)  and  would  not  affect  local  circulation  on  Tenth 
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Avenue.  At  the  Tenth  Avenue  and  Academy  Drive  access  control  devices,  the  queues  entering 
the  garage  would  not  extend  back  to  the  main  street. 

Parking  Impacts 

The  traffic  and  parking  analysis  was  conducted  for  two  parking  variants.  Both  parking 
variants  assume  that  of  the  800  surface  spaces  to  be  removed  within  the  Park  as  part  of  the 
project,  60  percent  (480  spaces)  would  be  removed  east  of  Crossover  Drive  and  40  percent 
(320  spaces)  would  be  removed  west  of  Crossover  Drive.  Under  both  parking  variants,  of  the 
480  spaces  that  would  be  removed  on  roadways  east  of  Crossover  Drive,  200  spaces  would  be 
removed  from  the  Music  Concourse.  Parking  Variant  1  assumes  that  the  remaining  280 
spaces  would  be  removed  from  within  lA  mile  radius  of  the  Music  Concourse,  while  Parking 
Variant  2  assumes  that  the  remaining  280  spaces  would  be  removed  somewhere  east  of 
Crossover  Drive  but  not  concentrated  within  !4  mile  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  specific 
locations  of  the  parking  removal  have  not  been  determined  at  this  time.  The  removal  of 
parking  spaces  would  include  all  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse,  plus  parking 
spaces  elsewhere  required  for  intersection  improvements  associated  with  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  (e.g.,  Tenth  Avenue),  safety  improvements  at  intersections,  safety 
improvements  at  crosswalks,  safety  improvements  for  travel  lanes,  provision  of  additional 
clearance  for  Muni,  bicycles  and  vehicular  traffic,  and  Golden  Gate  Park  Intra-Park  Shuttle 
stops. 

Tables  12,  13  and  14  present  the  parking  analysis  for  the  two  parking  variants  for  weekday, 
Saturday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  periods,  respectively.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  parking 
analysis  for  each  parking  variant  would  be  the  same  for  both  Phases  1  and  2  of  the  Proposed 
Project  and  assume  full  occupancy  of  the  garage.  With  both  parking  variants,  the  construction 
of  the  underground  garage  (+800  spaces)  and  elimination  of  surface  parking  spaces  (-480  east 
of  Crossover  Drive)  would  result  in  a  net  increase  of  320  parking  spaces  in  the  study  area.  On 
Sundays,  when  Kennedy  Drive  is  closed  to  vehicular  traffic,  the  net  increase  would  be  more  (a 
net  increase  of  496  spaces  for  Parking  Variant  1  and  424  spaces  for  Parking  Variant  2),  since 
some  of  the  parking  spaces  that  would  be  eliminated  as  part  of  the  garage  are  not  available 
under  Baseline  conditions  with  Sunday  road  closure. 
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TABLE  12 

BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  PARKING  CONDITIONS 
WEEKDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 


Baseline  plus  Project  -     Baseline  plus  Project  - 
Location   Baseline         Parking  Variant  1  Parking  Variant  2 


North  of  Park 

Supply 

2,137 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

1,640 

1,589 

1,581 

%  Occupied 

77% 

74% 

74% 

East  of  Park 

Supply 

1,404 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,241 

1,241 

1,241 

%  Occupied 

88% 

88% 

88% 

South  of  Park 

Supply 

2,317 

2,317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,098 

2,083 

2,083 

7o  Occupied 

n  7  of 

91  % 

90% 

r\r\  erf 

90% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

3,095 

3,415 

3,415 

Occupancy 

2,271 

2,265 

2,273 

%  Occupied 

74% 

66% 

67% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,953 

9,273 

9,273 

Occupancy 

7,250 

7,178 

7,178 

%  Occupied 

81% 

77% 

77% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


Note:  Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west, 
Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the  east. 
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TABLE  13 

BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  PARKING  CONDITIONS 


SATURDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 

Baseline  plus  Project  - 

Baseline  plus  Project  - 

Location 

Baseline 

Parking  Variant  1 

Parking  Variant  2 

North  of  Park 

Supply 

2,137 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

1,914 

1,740 

1,740 

%  Occupied 

90% 

81% 

81% 

East  of  Park 

Supply 

1,404 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,332 

1,321 

1,321 

%  Occupied 

95% 

94% 

94% 

South  of  Park 

Supply 

2,317 

2,317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,183 

2,150 

2,150 

%  Occupied 

94% 

93% 

93% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

3,095 

3,415 

3,415 

Occupancy 

2,933 

3,064 

3,064 

%  Occupied 

98% 

90% 

90% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,953 

9,273 

9,273 

Occupancy 

8,362 

8,275 

8,275 

%  Occupied 

93% 

89% 

89% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


Note:  Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the 
west,  Judah  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the  east. 
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#  TABLE  14 

BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  PARKING  CONDITIONS 

SUNDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 

Baseline  plus  Project  - 

Baseline  plus  Project  - 

Location 

Baseline 

Parking  Variant  1 

Parking  Variant  2 

North  of  Park 

Supply 

2,137 

2,137 

2,137 

Occupancy 

2,114 

1,921 

1,932 

%  Occupied 

99% 

90% 

90% 

East  of  Park 

Supply 

1,404 

1,404 

1,404 

Occupancy 

1,376 

1,312 

1,312 

%  Occupied 

98% 

93% 

93% 

South  of  Park 

Supply 

2,317 

2,317 

2,317 

Occupancy 

2,285 

2,200 

2,206 

%  Occupied 

99% 

95% 

95% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

2,184 

2,680 

2,608 

Occupancy 

2,184 

2,448 

2,431 

%  Occupied 

100% 

91% 

93% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,042 

8,538 

8,466 

Occupancy 

7,959 

7,881 

7,881 

%  Occupied 

99% 

92% 

93% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Note: 

Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west,  Judah 
Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Street  to  the  east. 
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As  a  result  of  the  increase  in  parking  supply  within  the  study  area  with  Phase  I,  parking 
occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  decrease  from  Baseline  conditions  during  the  three  analysis 
periods.  During  the  weekday  midday  period,  the  overall  parking  occupancy  would  decrease 
from  81  percent  to  77  percent;  during  the  Saturday  midday  period,  the  overall  parking 
occupancy  would  decrease  from  93  percent  to  89  percent;  and  during  the  Sunday  midday 
period,  the  overall  parking  occupancy  would  decrease  from  99  percent  to  92  percent  /  93 
percent  (with  Parking  Variant  1  and  2,  respectively). 

In  addition,  for  the  Baseline  plus  Phase  I  conditions,  the  increase  in  the  parking  supply  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  Park  would  decrease  the  number  of  drivers  that  would  need  to  park 
outside  of  the  Park  (about  65  during  the  weekday  midday,  220  during  the  Saturday  midday  and 
340  (Parking  Variant  1)  or  325  (Parking  Variant  2)  during  the  Sunday  midday. 

The  parking  analysis  assumes  that  the  parking  facility  would  be  used  by  staff  and  visitors  to 
the  Music  Concourse  area  institutions  and  other  Park  visitors,  and  that  it  would  be  used  to 
capacity  during  its  peak  hours.  At  this  time,  parking  rates  have  not  been  determined.  The 
elimination  of  480  surface  spaces  east  of  Crossover  Drive  would  reduce  the  amount  of  free 
parking  in  the  study  area,  and  drivers  wishing  not  to  pay  for  parking  in  the  parking  facility 
might  need  to  travel  farther  from  the  Music  Concourse  to  find  available  free  parking  (e.g., 
further  west  on  Park  roadways  where  there  is  currently  available  capacity).  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  implementation  of  timed-limited  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse  would 
reduce  the  free  surface  parking  available  to  long-term  parkers.  If  the  parking  facility  were  not 
fully  occupied  during  the  peak  periods,  the  reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicles  parked  outside 
of  the  Park  could  be  less  and  the  parking  occupancies  would  approach  the  levels  presented  for 
the  baseline  conditions,  depending  on  the  occupancy  levels  in  the  facility. 

Since  a  portion  of  the  800  parking  spaces  to  be  removed  would  be  within  the  Park  west  of 
Crossover  Drive,  parking  conditions  were  also  examined  in  this  area  for  the  three  analysis 
periods.  While  the  location  of  parking  spaces  to  be  removed  has  not  been  determined,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  removal  would  be  focused  on  improvements  for  safety  considerations, 
pedestrian  circulation  and  shuttle  stops  (as  indicated  in  Proposition  J).  The  elimination  of  320 
parking  spaces  west  of  Crossover  Drive,  with  both  parking  variants,  would  reduce  the  parking 
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supply  to  2,440  spaces  on  weekdays  and  Sundays,  and  to  2,110  spaces  on  Saturdays.  Parking 
occupancy  would  increase  to  between  12  and  41  percent,  indicating  that  additional  capacity  is 
available  and  that  the  removal  would  not  substantially  affect  the  ability  of  Park  visitors  to  find 
parking  in  the  west  of  the  Park. 

Phasing  of  Surface  Parking  Removal:  As  specified  in  Proposition  J,  the  elimination  of  the 
800  surface  parking  spaces  would  occur  upon  completion  of  the  proposed  Underground 
Parking  Facility.  However,  parking  spaces  would  be  eliminated  for  construction  of  the 
parking  garage,  including  the  spaces  within  the  Music  Concourse,  spaces  along  Tenth  Avenue 
and  other  spaces  as  part  of  the  improvements  to  Park  intersections. 

The  effect  of  the  elimination  of  parking  spaces  prior  to  completion  of  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  would  be  a  decrease  in  the  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music 
Concourse  that  would  further  constrain  parking  conditions.  As  a  result,  there  may  be  an 
increase  in  vehicles  circling  for  parking  within  the  Park  and  an  increase  in  parking  demand 
north,  south  and  east  of  the  Park  with  the  study  area.  However,  these  conditions  would  be  for 
about  eight  months  from  when  construction  on  the  proposed  parking  garage  starts  and  when 
the  CAS  is  closed;  the  New  de Young  Museum  would  also  be  closed  until  2005. 

Parking  Removal  Associated  with  Intersection  Improvements:  The  intersection 
improvements  at  Tenth/Fulton  with  the  garage  and  at  King  Drive/Middle  Drive  East  and 
Middle  Drive  East/Concourse  Bypass  Tunnel  with  Phase  II  would  require  removal  of  on-street 
parking  within  the  Park,  on  Fulton  Street  and  on  Tenth  Avenue.  The  removal  of  parking 
within  the  Park  would  likely  be  included  as  part  of  the  surface  parking  removal  of  800  parking 
spaces  within  the  Park.  The  intersection  improvements  would  eliminate  44  parking  spaces 
under  Phase  I  and  an  additional  33  parking  spaces  under  Phase  II. 

Handicapped  Parking:  The  proposed  garage  would  provide  a  total  of  33  handicapped- 
accessible  parking  spaces,  and  would  therefore  meet  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code 
requirements  (one  handicapped-accessible  space  per  each  25  spaces  provided  in  the  garage). 

Time-Limited  Parking  Restrictions:  The  TIP  includes  implementation  of  the  time-limited 
parking  restrictions  included  in,  and  analyzed  for,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan 
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EIR  to  discourage  commuter  parking  within  the  Park.  Three-hour  restrictions  on  weekdays 
would  be  posted  on  King  Drive  between  Ninth  Avenue  and  Kezar  Drive,  on  Kezar  Drive,  on 
Bowling  Green  Drive,  on  Kennedy  Drive  east  of  Bowling  Green  Drive,  and  on  Conservatory 
Drive  West.  Other  roadways  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  (Kennedy  Drive,  Tenth  Avenue 
entrance,  Eighth  Avenue  entrance,  Academy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  King  Drive 
between  Crossover  and  Ninth  Avenue)  would  have  a  four-hour  restriction  on  weekdays. 

The  Concourse  Authority  is  currently  working  to  implement  time-limited  parking  on  weekdays 
in  the  Park.  Implementation  of  the  time-limited  parking  program  has  been  approved,  but  is 
pending  the  development  of  an  enforcement  plan  and  mitigation  program.  The  parking 
restriction  signs  will  not  be  installed  until  an  enforcement  plan  is  in  place.  Once  a  target  date 
for  implementation  has  been  identified,  there  will  be  a  comprehensive  community  notification 
process. 

The  time-limited  parking  would  only  be  in  effect  on  weekdays,  and  therefore  the  parking 
restrictions  would  only  affect  weekday  parking  conditions.  The  Final  Transportation  Study  for 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  EIR,  December  1996,  which  analyzed  the  effects  of 
this  proposal,  indicated  that  the  restrictions  would  result  in  about  500  commuters  seeking 
parking  elsewhere  outside  of  the  Park  or  shifting  to  transit  or  carpooling.  Based  on  the  Master 
Plan  analysis,  the  implementation  of  the  time-limited  parking  might  make  about  500  parking 
spaces  in  the  Park  available  for  short-term  use  (although  some  of  these  spaces  may  be  removed 
as  part  of  the  surface  parking  removal  with  the  proposed  parking  garage).  With  construction 
of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  a  portion  of  the  500  drivers  displaced  as  a  result  of  the 
parking  restriction  may  shift  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  short  term  visitors  to 
the  Park  might  be  more  likely  to  find  free  parking  within  walking  distance  of  the  Music 
Concourse. 

Transit  Impacts 

A  qualitative  assessment  determined  the  effects  of  the  changes  in  the  roadway  network  and 
circulation  patterns  that  Phases  I  and  II  would  have  on  transit  circulation  and  operations, 
primarily  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  across  the  Park,  Muni  operations  along  Fulton 
Street  and  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle. 
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Since  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park  would  be  eliminated  and  replaced  with  the 
parking  access  driveway,  there  would  an  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  Eighth  Avenue  and  an 
increase  in  traffic  using  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park.  These  increases  in  traffic 
volumes  on  Eighth  Avenue,  and  the  associated  increases  in  average  delays  per  vehicle  at  the 
intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  and  Kennedy /Eighth,  would  result  in  increased  delays  to  the 
Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line,  about  one  to  two  minutes  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour 
and  about  five  seconds  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour.  Chapter  IV  identifies  proposed 
mitigation  for  this  intersection  (restriping  the  northbound  approach  to  provide  two  lanes)  with 
which  the  increased  delays  would  be  avoided.  Overall,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  minor 
increase  in  travel  times  would  substantially  affect  Muni  operations,  with  the  proposed 
mitigation  measure. 

The  relocation  of  the  existing  westbound  and  eastbound  Muni  bus  stops  from  Tenth  Avenue  to 
1 1th  Avenue  would  affect  riders  of  the  Muni  5-Fulton  line  who  may  have  to  increase  walking 
distance  by  one  block.  Since  the  intersection  of  Fulton/1 1th  Avenue  is  unsignalized,  this 
improvement  would  include  the  installation  of  a  traffic  signal  with  pedestrian  actuation 
pedestrian  signal  and  crosswalks  to  accommodate  the  increased  pedestrian  crossings  of  Fulton 
Street. 

With  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street, 
traffic  volumes  on  most  of  King  Drive  would  be  similar  to,  or  lower  than,  Baseline  conditions. 
(Note  that  traffic  volumes  south  of  Middle  Drive  East  would  remain  the  same  with  Phase  II.) 
Operation  of  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  would  not  be  substantially  affected  by 
changes  in  traffic  volumes  due  to  Phase  I  or  Phase  II. 

With  Phase  I,  Academy  Drive  between  the  garage  entrance/exit  ramp  and  King  Drive  would 
be  converted  from  one-way  northbound  operation  to  two-way  operation  and  the  intersection  of 
King/Academy  would  be  converted  into  all-way  STOP  controlled.  Although  both  changes 
might  cause  minor  delays  in  bus  operations  (due  to  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  garage 
and  the  additional  STOP  sign),  it  is  not  anticipated  that  Muni  operations  or  service  would  be 
substantially  affected. 
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With  Phase  II,  Muni  bus  operations  through  the  Music  Concourse  and  along  King  Drive 
between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  improve.  Since  all  through  traffic 
would  be  diverted  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  only  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles 
would  be  able  to  travel  between  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  and  Kennedy  Drive,  there 
would  be  a  substantial  reduction  in  traffic  volumes  on  Academy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and 
a  section  of  King  Drive.  However,  with  Phase  II,  the  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to  Middle  Drive 
East  and  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  the  average  delay 
per  vehicle  at  the  intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive  East.  As  a  result,  it  is  possible  that  there 
may  be  minor  increases  in  Muni  travel  times  through  this  intersection. 

The  elimination  of  parking  associated  with  construction  of  the  garage  would  result  in 
additional  right-of-way  on  narrow  Park  roadways,  which  would  facilitate  vehicular  flow, 
including  buses. 

The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  would  make  taking  transit  to  and  from  the  Park  more  attractive,  and 
may  increase  ridership  on  Muni  lines  serving  the  Park,  including  the  6-Parnassus,  33-Stanyan, 
43-Masonic,  44-O'Shaughnessy  and  the  71-Haight/Noriega  bus  lines.  In  addition,  the  Intra- 
Park  Shuttle  may  reduce  the  need  to  drive  between  Park  attractions  and  may  further  reduce  the 
number  of  vehicles  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways. 

Traffic  calming  improvements  along  Park  roadway  (such  as  Kennedy  Drive,  Academy  Drive 
and  Tea  Garden  Drive),  including  new  crossing  signs  and  ladder  markings  at  crosswalks 
would  not  substantially  affect  transit  service  in  the  Park. 

Pedestrian  Impacts 

A  qualitative  assessment  of  pedestrian  conditions  assessed  the  effect  of  the  TIP  on  pedestrian 
circulation  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse.  In  general,  pedestrians  would  benefit  from 
most  elements  of  the  TIP,  which  are  intended  to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music 
Concourse  area,  while  reducing  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park. 

Surface  improvements  proposed  for  the  Music  Concourse  include:  the  width  of  Academy 
Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  narrowed;  lower  speed  limits  would  be  posted; 
pedestrian  circulation  space  in  front  of  the  institutions  would  be  increased;  crosswalks  would 
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be  clearly  delineated;  parking  would  be  eliminated  from  the  Music  Concourse;  recessed 
passenger  loading/unloading  bays  would  be  provided  in  front  of  the  New  de Young  and  CAS; 
and  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnels  in  the  Music  Concourse  would  be  maintained.  Overall, 
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these  improvements  would  accommodate  an  increase  in  pedestrian  travel  and  enhance  the 
pedestrian  environment. 

With  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  pedestrian  access  into  the  Park  at  Tenth 
Avenue  would  be  somewhat  limited  (the  existing  pathway  on  the  west  side  of  Tenth  Avenue 
between  Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive  would  remain)  and  the  Muni  5-Fulton  bus  stop  on 
Fulton  Street  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  relocated  to  1 1th  Avenue.  As  a  result,  some  Park 
visitors  may  divert  to  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  and  the  number  of  pedestrians  at  the 
intersection  of  Fulton  Street  and  Eighth  Avenue  would  increase. 

The  ramp  at  Academy  Drive  would  be  designed  such  that  the  eastern  pedestrian  sidewalk 
would  continue  along  the  east  side  of  the  driveway  portal  and  into  the  plaza  in  front  of  the 
CAS.  A  pedestrian  walkway  and  a  crosswalk  across  Academy  Drive  would  be  provided  at  the 
southern  end  of  the  plaza. 

Phase  I  would  include  rebuilding  and  retention  of  the  northeast  and  southeast  pedestrian 
tunnels  between  the  Concourse  bowl  and  paths  to  the  north  and  south.  The  southwest 
pedestrian  tunnel  would  be  retained  as  route  from  the  bowl  through  the  upper  level  of  the 
parking  facility  to  the  Shakespeare  Garden  area,  or,  as  a  variant,  would  be  closed  and  replaced 
with  a  new  pedestrian  route  on  the  surface,  as  discussed  in  Section  III.C,  Historic  Resources. 
Overall,  Phase  I  would  maintain  these  existing  pedestrian  routes  serving  the  Concourse  area. 

Phase  I  would  increase  the  parking  supply  in  the  Music  Concourse  and  would  increase  the 
number  of  pedestrians  that  would  travel  to  and  from  the  Music  Concourse  area.  Pedestrian 
travel  would  increase  to/from  the  north  of  the  Music  Concourse,  and  additional  pedestrians 
would  pass  through  the  "T"  intersections  of  Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden  and 
Kennedy/Eighth.  At  both  of  these  intersections,  one  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  approaches  does 
not  stop,  which  currently  makes  it  difficult  for  pedestrians  to  cross  the  entire  right-of-way. 

As  part  of  the  removal  of  on-street  parking  throughout  the  Park,  up  to  100  crosswalks 
locations  throughout  the  Park  would  be  striped  to  enhance  visibility  and  improve  pedestrian 
safety. 
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Bicycle  Impacts 

A  qualitative  assessment  of  bicycle  conditions  assessed  the  effect  of  the  TIP  on  bicycle  travel 
in  the  Park.  As  with  pedestrians,  bicyclists  would  benefit  from  TIP  elements  that  are  designed 
to  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park. 

The  parking  facility  would  provide  a  total  of  46  bicycle  parking  spaces,  and  would  therefore 
meet  the  Planning  Code  requirements.  The  bicycle  parking  would  be  Class  2  spaces  (bicycle 
racks)  in  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility  adjacent  to  the  pedestrian  access  points,  which 
would  be  at-grade  with  the  Music  Concourse. 

The  removal  of  surface  parking  spaces  along  roadways  throughout  the  Park  and  at 
intersections  would  provide  for  additional  right-of-way  for  bicycle  travel.  The  elimination  of 
curb  parking  would  also  reduce  parking  maneuvers  and  opening  door  conflicts  which  hinder 
bicycle  travel. 

The  surface  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse  would  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  on 
the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  which  would  facilitate  and  enhance  bicycle  travel. 

Although  the  design  of  the  surface  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse  have  not  been 
completed,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  roadway  width  of  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive 
would  be  reduced  to  provide  one  14-foot  travel  lane  and  one  6-foot  bicycle  lane.  The 
reduction  in  the  roadway  width  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  travel  speed  through  the 
Music  Concourse;  in  addition,  the  provision  of  a  separate  bicycle  lane  would  improve  bicycle 
conditions. 

Under  Phase  II,  bicyclists  would  be  able  to  use  the  connector  roadway  between  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  and  Kennedy  Drive,  or  potentially  an  off-street  bicycle  path.  However, 
bicyclists  would  not  be  permitted  in  the  Underground  Through  Street. 

Loading  Impacts 

As  part  of  the  Music  Concourse  surface  improvements,  the  curb  in  front  of  the  New  de Young 
and  the  CAS  would  be  reconfigured  and  two  recessed  passenger  loading/unloading  bays  would 
be  provided  on  Academy  Drive  in  front  of  the  CAS,  and  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  in  front  of  the 
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New  de Young.  The  passenger  loading/unloading  bays  would  accommodate  a  Muni  bus  stop, 
private  vehicles,  taxis  and  buses.  Assuming  100  feet  reserved  for  the  Muni  bus  stop,  about 
330  feet  of  space  would  be  available  for  vehicle  and  bus  loading/unloading  on  Academy 
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Drive,  and  300  feet  at  Tea  Garden  Drive.  This  distance  in  front  of  each  institution  would 
accommodate  up  to  six  buses  or  15  private  vehicles  at  one  time. 

With  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  it  is  anticipated  that  passenger  loading/unloading  activities  would 
occur  similar  to  existing  conditions.  Passengers  in  private  autos  and  taxis  could  be  dropped 
off  and  picked  up  in  passenger  zones  in  front  of  the  institutions.  Tour  buses  and  school  buses 
would  drop  off  passengers  at  the  curb  in  front  of  the  institutions  and  then  park  west  of  the 
band  shell,  in  the  tour  bus  parking  lot.  At  this  time,  tour  and  school  buses  would  continue  to 
park  in  the  tour  bus  parking  lot  west  of  the  band  shell. 

Since  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be 
closed  to  all  vehicles  (except  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles)  with  Phase  II,  all  tour  buses  and 
school  buses  would  need  to  access  the  Music  Concourse  from  King  Drive.  In  addition,  the 
closure  of  the  connection  may  result  in  minor  rerouting  of  delivery/service  vehicles  destined  to 
the  New  de Young  Museum,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  or  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  as  these  vehicle  may  be  required  to  use  the  Underground  Through  Street,  depending 
upon  their  origin. 

Construction  Impacts 

Implementation  of  the  TIP  would  result  in  different  levels  of  construction  activity  and 
associated  impacts.  For  example,  the  level  of  construction  activity  for  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  and  the  Music  Concourse  surface  improvements  is  anticipated  to  be  high, 
while  the  level  of  construction  activity  for  many  of  the  other  TIP  elements,  such  as  the  parking 
removal,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  improvements,  and  some  traffic  calming  improvements  are 
anticipated  to  be  low  and  would  not  substantially  affect  vehicular,  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
circulation  in  the  Park.  This  section,  therefore,  focuses  on  the  construction  impacts  associated 
with  the  underground  parking  garage  and  Music  Concourse  surface  improvements. 

Preliminary  construction  schedule  information  was  developed  for  Phase  I  and  Phase  II. 
Construction  of  Phase  I  is  expected  to  take  approximately  21  months.  It  is  anticipated  that 
construction  activities  would  start  in  May  2003  and  be  completed  by  February  2005.  It  is 
anticipated  that  construction  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  with  Phase  II  would  be  about 
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10  to  12  months  following  completion  of  design  drawings  and  permitting.  The  Music 
Concourse  surface  improvements  are  anticipated  to  occur  during  the  buildout  and  finish  phase 
of  the  underground  parking  garage;  however,  detailed  construction-related  information  is  not 
yet  available. 

Construction-related  activities  would  typically  occur  Monday  through  Friday  from  7:00  AM  to 
5:30  PM.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  night  and/or  weekend  construction  would  be  necessary; 
however,  there  may  be  special  conditions  that  may  require  occasional  weekend  construction. 

Construction  staging  would  occur  primarily  within  the  current  Music  Concourse  parking, 
between  Academy  Drive  and  the  lower  level  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  use  of  this  parking 
area  for  staging  would  eliminate  about  200  parking  spaces. 

Construction  of  Phase  I  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  permanently  close  Tenth  Avenue  between 
Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive,  which  would  eliminate  18  parking  spaces.  As  noted  earlier, 
the  closure  of  this  Park  entrance  would  reroute  traffic  using  the  Tenth  Avenue  to  Eighth 
Avenue.  Construction  of  the  intersection  improvements  at  Tenth  Avenue  at  the  garage 
driveway  would  require  the  permanent  relocation  of  the  Muni  bus  stop  to  Eleventh  Avenue. 

Both  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  (and  adjacent  sidewalks)  between  Kennedy  Drive 
and  the  band  shell  would  be  closed  for  the  duration  of  the  construction.  The  closure  of  the 
Music  Concourse  roadways  would  require  the  temporary  rerouting  of  the  Muni  44- 
O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  and  relocation  of  the  bus  stops  now  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive.  The  44-O'Shaughnessy  could  potentially  be  rerouted  to  use  Kennedy  Drive, 
Bowling  Green,  Middle  Drive  East  and  King  Drive.  Temporary  bus  stops  could  be  located  on 
Middle  Drive  East  near  the  CAS  entrance. 

In  addition,  Kennedy  Drive  in  the  vicinity  of  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  temporarily  closed  for 
about  10  months  during  the  excavation  and  construction.  The  temporary  closure  of  Kennedy 
Drive  would  result  in  the  diversion  of  traffic  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  Fulton  Street,  Kezar 
Drive,  Middle  Drive  East  and  Lincoln  Way,  and  would  temporarily  increase  vehicle  delays 
along  these  streets.  Road  closure  and  alternate  route  signs  would  be  placed  in  advance  of  the 
closure  to  facilitate  the  reroute  of  traffic. 
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During  the  construction  period,  there  would  be  a  flow  of  construction-related  trucks  in  and  out 
of  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  impact  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a  temporary 
lessening  of  the  capacities  of  streets  due  to  the  slower  movement  and  larger  turning  radii  of 
trucks.  This  may  affect  both  traffic  and  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  operations.  There  would 
be  an  average  of  4  to  33  construction-related  trucks  per  day  under  Phase  I.  The  maximum 
number  of  trucks  per  day  would  be  84,  which  would  be  expected  to  occur  during  the  first 
phase  of  construction  -  during  excavation  and  shoring  of  the  garage. 

It  is  anticipated  that  a  majority  of  the  construction-related  truck  traffic  would  use  19th  Avenue 
(from  I-280/SR  1  from  the  Peninsula  and  South  Bay)  and  1-80  (from  the  East  Bay).  For  access 
to  the  site  from  the  south,  trucks  would  be  routed  from  19th  Avenue  to  King  Drive,  and  would 
return  via  King  Drive  to  Crossover  Drive  and  19th  Avenue.  For  access  to  the  site  from  1-80, 
trucks  would  be  routed  to  the  Fell  Street  off-ramp  to  Kennedy  Drive,  and  would  return  to  1-80 
via  Kennedy  Drive,  Oak  Street,  Gough  Street  and  the  South  Van  Ness  on-ramp.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  a  substantial  amount  of  construction  traffic  would  travel  to  and  from  the  site 
from  the  north  of  the  Park. 

On  average,  there  would  be  between  4  and  39  construction  workers  per  day  at  the  project  site 
with  Phase  I.  The  maximum  number  of  construction  workers  would  occur  during  the  first 
stage  of  construction,  when  there  would  be  up  to  100  workers  per  day.  Trip  distribution  and 
mode  split  data  is  not  available  for  the  construction  workers.  However,  the  addition  of  the 
worker-related  vehicle  or  transit  trips  would  not  substantially  affect  the  transportation 
conditions,  as  both  the  local  traffic  and  transit  network  generally  have  available  capacity. 

Construction  workers  would  cause  a  temporary  parking  demand.  The  peak  parking  demand 
would  occur  during  the  first  stage  of  construction,  when  there  would  be  a  maximum  parking 
demand  for  100  to  140  spaces.  Carpooling  or  transit  use  by  construction  workers  would 
reduce  the  maximum  parking  demand.  Construction  workers  are  anticipated  to  park  within  the 
Music  Concourse  area,  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  on  King  Drive.  It  is  anticipated  that  on- street 
parking  would  be  available  within  the  Golden  Gate  Park.  Since  construction  activities  would 
be  limited  to  weekdays,  the  parking  demand  from  construction  workers  would  not  substantially 
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affect  the  parking  conditions  in  the  nearby  neighborhood  or  for  other  Golden  Gate  Park 
attractions. 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  overlap  the  construction 
phases  of  other  planned  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site,  particularly  the  construction  of  the 
New  de Young  Museum  and  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  construction 
activities  associated  with  these  projects  would  affect  access,  traffic  operations,  bus  operation 
and  pedestrian  movements.  In  combination,  the  potential  overlapping  construction  of  these 
projects  may  result  in  temporarily  increased  congestion  in  the  area,  plus  inconveniences  to 
motorists,  pedestrians,  bicyclists  and  transit  patrons. 

The  New  de  Young  is  currently  under  construction  and  is  anticipated  to  open  in  mid-2005. 
The  New  de  Young's  foundation  and  structure,  rough-in  and  buildout,  and  move-in  phases  are 
anticipated  to  overlap  with  the  construction  of  the  underground  parking  garage  (between  May 
2003  and  February  2005).  This  overlap  would  increase  the  number  of  trucks  destined  to  and 
from  the  Music  Concourse  area,  as  well  as  the  number  of  construction  workers  parked  on  Park 
roadways.  In  addition,  the  New  deYoung's  construction  vehicles  would  no  longer  be  able  to 
use  Tenth  Avenue  to  access  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  staging  area  in  the  former  employee 
parking  lot  off  Kennedy  Drive.  The  overlap  of  the  first  phase  of  the  proposed  garage,  and  the 
Foundation  and  Structure  phase  of  the  New  de  Young  would  result  in  up  to  133  trucks  per  day 
accessing  the  Music  Concourse  area  with  Phase  I. 

Planning  for  the  CAS  is  currently  underway  and  therefore  detailed  construction  information  is 
not  available.  However,  current  plans  anticipate  that  the  CAS  would  close  in  January  2004, 
demolition  would  begin  in  March  2004  and  the  CAS  would  reopen  in  January  2008.  For  an 
eight-month  period  between  May  2003  (which  is  projected  to  be  the  start  of  the  garage 
Excavation  and  Shoring  phase)  and  January  2004  (when  the  CAS  closes),  the  CAS  would  not 
have  access  to  their  main  entrance  off  of  Academy  Drive,  and  the  Middle  Drive  East  entrance 
would  need  to  be  used. 

The  construction  activity  at  the  CAS  would  overlap  with  the  New  de  Young  and  proposed 
garage  between  September  2004  and  January  2005  (a  five-month  period),  and  overlap  with  the 
New  de  Young  move-in  activities  between  February  2005  and  June  2005  (a  five  month  period). 
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During  the  overlap  phases  the  number  of  construction  trucks  and  worker  parking  would  be 
anticipated  to  increase. 

To  reduce  the  combined  effect  of  these  construction  impacts,  each  individual  project  sponsor 
would  work  with  various  departments  of  the  City  (Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  Muni, 
the  Fire  Department,  etc.)  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that  would  address 
construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control  and  pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the 
construction  area. 

Special  Events  Operations 

The  New  de Young  and  CAS  are  anticipated  to  hold  special  events  throughout  the  year. 
Information  on  the  number  of  events  per  year  and  the  attendance  levels  are  not  currently 
known.  A  qualitative  assessment  of  the  potential  impacts  under  large  special  event  conditions 
was  conducted  for  operations  before  and  after  an  event. 

Events  at  the  New  de  Young  and  CAS  are  anticipated  to  occur  during  the  evening  after  closing 
of  the  institutions.  Since  these  events  would  occur  at  night,  it  is  anticipated  that  occupancy  of 
the  proposed  garage  would  be  low  prior  to  the  start  of  the  event  and  the  traffic  volumes  on  the 
surrounding  streets  would  be  reduced.  Parking  staff  would  coordinate  with  institutions 
holding  special  events,  so  that  special  staffing  arrangements  and  changes  to  the  vehicular 
circulation  would  occur.  Patrons  would  be  required  to  pay  a  fixed  parking  fee  upon  entry, 
which  would  be  collected  by  an  attendant  at  the  entry  lanes  at  both  the  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Academy  Drive  entrances. 

Prior  to  the  event,  the  operation  of  the  center  lane  at  the  Tenth  Avenue  driveway  would  be 
reversed  to  allow  for  two  entry  lanes  into  the  garage,  which  would  then  merge  to  one  lane 
after  payment  of  the  parking  fee.  After  the  special  event,  the  control  gates  would  be  raised  to 
allow  patrons  to  exit  freely.  These  arrangements  would  allow  for  quicker  exiting  when  a 
majority  of  patrons  are  trying  to  leave  in  a  short  period  of  time.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
signal  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Tenth  would  control  the  discharge  of  vehicles  to  and  from 
the  garage  driveway. 
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At  the  Academy  Drive  driveway,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  one-lane  entrance  and  one-lane  exit 
would  be  maintained  prior  to  and  following  a  special  event. 

For  both  Phases  I  and  II,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  special  events  would  substantially  affect 
traffic  conditions  following  an  event.  Traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Park  are  typically 
lower  during  the  evening  period,  and  vehicles  exiting  the  event  would  be  metered  onto  Fulton 
Street  by  the  traffic  signal  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Tenth.  However,  it  may  be  necessary 
to  have  a  parking  control  officer  stationed  at  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  to  direct  and 
control  exiting  traffic  (to  ensure  that  vehicles  do  not  block  northbound  Academy  Drive  traffic). 

Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  Closure  Assessment 

The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering  legislation  to  implement  additional 
road  closures  within  Golden  Gate  Park  on  Saturdays.  The  Saturday  closure  would  include  the 
following  streets  in  the  Park:  Kennedy  Drive  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue, 
Arguello  Boulevard  between  Fulton  Street  and  Conservatory  Drive  East  and  West,  and 
Bowling  Green  Drive  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East.  No  other  changes  to 
the  roadway  network  are  proposed.  Environmental  review  of  the  proposed  Kennedy  Drive 
closure  is  currently  underway;  a  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  for  the  proposed 
closure  was  published  on  November  30,  2002  (Case  No.  2001.1148E). 

That  document  analyzed  the  effect  of  the  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  on  intersection 
operating  conditions  for  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions,  and 
indicates  that  the  proposed  closure  would  result  in  two  additional  impacts  to  intersection 
operating  conditions  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour:  Fulton/Stanyan  (LOS  E  to  LOS  F) 
and  King/Middle  Drive  East  (LOS  C  to  LOS  E).  These  impacts  of  the  Saturday  Kennedy 
Drive  closure  would  be  due  to  the  diversion  of  vehicles  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  Fulton  Street 
on  the  northern  edge  of  the  Park,  and  to  Kezar  Drive  and  King  Drive  within  the  southern 
portion  of  the  Park. 

The  effects  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure  on  intersection  operating  conditions  were 
analyzed  for  all  Existing,  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  scenarios. 
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The  proposed  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  result  in  two  additional  impacts  to  intersection 
operating  conditions  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility:  Fulton/Stanyan  (LOS  E  to  LOS  F)  and  King/Middle  Drive  East  (two  approaches 
would  decrease  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  E).  At  both  intersections,  the  impacts  would  be  due  to 
the  diversion  of  vehicles  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  other  east- west  streets,  such  as  Fulton  Street 
on  the  north  side  of  the  Park  and  King  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  inside  the  Park.  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  impacts  at  both  these  locations  could  be  mitigated  with  improvements  to  the 
intersections  (as  described  below). 

The  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  was  also  identified  to  have  significant  traffic 
impacts  with  other  analysis  scenarios.  Under  Existing  conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would 
have  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanyan.  Under  Existing  plus  New 
de Young  plus  new  CAS  conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would  have  a  significant  impact  at 
the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanyan.  Under  2015  Cumulative  without  Underground  Parking 
Facility  conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would  have  significant  impacts  at  the  intersections  of 
Fulton/Eighth,  Fulton/Arguello  and  Fulton/Stanyan.  Under  2015  Cumulative  with 
Underground  Parking  Facility  conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would  have  significant  impacts 
at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Arguello,  Fulton/Stanyan  and  King/Middle  Drive  East. 

All  significant  impacts  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure  could  be  mitigated,  with  the 
exception  of  Fulton/Stanyan,  under  the  2015  Cumulative  scenarios.  At  this  location,  no 
feasible  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified,  and  a  monitoring  program  would  be 
established.  (If  and  when  unacceptable  conditions  are  observed  that  could  not  be  mitigated  by 
other  measures,  the  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  discontinued.)  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  significant  impacts  at  King/Middle  Drive  East  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating 
the  STOP  signs  at  the  two  King  Drive  approaches  (so  that  only  the  Middle  Drive  East 
approach  would  be  stopped).  However,  the  elimination  of  STOP  signs  at  the  intersection  may 
affect  pedestrian  circulation  and  safety.    In  addition,  the  significant  impacts  could  also  be 
mitigated  with  a  new  traffic  signal.  If  it  is  determined  that  the  elimination  of  STOP  signs  and 
the  installation  of  a  new  traffic  signal  were  not  feasible,  a  monitoring  program  similar  to  the 
one  planned  for  Fulton/Stanyan  would  need  to  be  established. 
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In  general,  the  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  result  in  increases  in  traffic  volumes  and 
vehicular  delay  along  King  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  since  north/south  access 
would  be  restricted  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Park.  As  a  result,  the  Muni  44- 
O'Shaughnessy  travel  times  through  this  section  of  the  Park  would  increase  in  both  the 
northbound  and  southbound  directions. 

The  effect  of  the  closure  on  intersection  operating  conditions  was  not  assessed  for  the  Baseline 
plus  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  2  conditions,  or  the  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  II 
conditions.  Since  the  intersection  operating  conditions  with  Parking  Variant  2  are  similar  to 
those  with  Parking  Variant  1,  the  traffic  impacts  and  proposed  mitigation  measures  associated 
with  the  Kennedy  Drive  closure  would  also  be  similar.  With  Phase  II,  since  the  proposed 
closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  end  at  Eighth  Avenue,  access  to  and  from  the  Underground 
Through  Street  would  be  maintained.  As  such,  the  proposed  closure  would  not  affect 
operations  of  the  through  street. 

The  proposed  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure  would  decrease  the  number  of  vehicles  parked 
within  the  Park  during  the  Saturday  midday  by  about  174  vehicles,  and  increase  the  number  of 
vehicles  parked  north  of  the  Park  (an  additional  141  vehicles),  east  of  the  Park  (an  additional 
17  vehicles)  and  south  of  the  Park  (an  additional  16  vehicles).  The  parking  occupancy  for  the 
parking  study  area  would  be  87  percent  north  of  the  Park,  95  percent  east  of  the  Park,  94 
percent  south  of  the  Park  and  96  percent  within  the  Park.  Overall,  study  area  parking 
occupancy  would  be  93  percent  as  compared  to  89  percent  without  the  proposed  closure. 

2015  CUMULATIVE  CONDITIONS 

As  previously  discussed,  the  2015  Cumulative  with  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1  and  the 
2015  Cumulative  with  Project  Phase  II,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions  were  based  on  an  annual 
growth  rate  in  traffic  volumes  over  Existing  conditions:  1.0  percent  per  year  increase  at  the 
study  intersections  outside  Golden  Gate  Park  and  a  0.5  percent  per  year  increase  at  the  study 
intersections  within  the  Park.  In  addition,  changes  to  routing  to  account  for  the  Phase  I 
parking  access,  closure  of  Tenth  Avenue,  surface  parking  removal,  creation  of  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street,  and  the  changes  to  the  roadway  network  associated  with  the 
implementation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  were  made  to  the  resulting  volumes. 
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Tables  15,  16  and  17  present  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operating  conditions  for  the 
weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour  conditions,  respectively. 

By  2015,  there  would  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  the  major  streets  outside 
the  Park,  including  Park  Presidio  Boulevard/Crossover  Drive,  Fulton  Street  and  Stanyan 
Street,  and  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  Kezar  Drive/King  Drive  inside  the  Park.  As  a  result,  most 
of  the  study  intersections  along  these  street  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  during  the  three 
study  periods. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


2015  Cumulative  with  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1 

During  the  weekday  PM  Peak  Hour,  7  of  the  21  intersections  would  operate  with  unacceptable 
conditions,  as  compared  to  no  intersections  under  Baseline  conditions  and  one  intersection 
under  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions.  During  the  Saturday 
midday  peak  hour,  4  of  the  21  intersections  would  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions,  as 
compared  to  one  intersection  under  Baseline  conditions  and  one  intersection  under  Baseline 
plus  Project  Phase  I,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions.  During  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour,  3 
of  the  17  intersections  would  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions,  as  compared  to  one 
intersection  under  Baseline  conditions  and  one  intersection  under  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase 
I,  Parking  Variant  1  conditions. 

2015  Cumulative  with  Project  Phase  II,  Parking  Variant  1 

During  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  the  addition  of  Phase  II  of  the  Proposed  Project  would 
cause  one  additional  intersection  to  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions  (Kennedy/Eighth). 
During  both  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours,  the  addition  of  Phase  II  of 
the  Proposed  Project  would  not  cause  any  additional  intersections  to  operate  with  unacceptable 
conditions. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  FUTURE  CONDITIONS 

To  assess  the  effect  of  project-related  traffic  changes  on  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the 
Phase  I  and  Phase  II  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  was  determined. 
Two  separate  percent  contributions  were  calculated:  the  project-related  traffic  change  as  a 
percentage  of  the  change  in  traffic  volumes  between  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions, 
and  the  project-related  traffic  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes. 
Tables  18,  19  and  20  present  the  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  percent  contributions  for  the  weekday 
PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours,  respectively. 

As  previously  discussed,  Phase  I  would  accommodate  traffic  generated  by  land  uses  in  the 
area,  and  would  change  traffic  routes  and  distribution  of  traffic  at  the  study  intersections.  As 
a  result  of  the  redistribution  of  traffic,  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  would  result  in  an  overall 
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reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicles  at  some  of  the  study  intersections,  which  would  result  in 
substantial  negative  or  positive  contributions. 

Phase  I  would  contribute  between  -580  and  +390  percent  to  the  change  in  traffic  volumes 
between  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  between 
-465  and  +270  percent  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  between  -2485  and  +115 
percent  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour.  The  contribution  to  the  total  2015  Cumulative 
volumes  would  typically  be  less  than  5.0  percent.  The  Phase  I  contribution  would  be  greatest 
at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Eighth  and  Kennedy/Eighth,  which  would  primarily  be  due  to  the 
diversion  of  Park  traffic  from  Tenth  Avenue  to  Eighth  Avenue. 

Since  Phase  II  of  the  Project  would  only  affect  the  routing  of  vehicles  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area,  the  contributions  would  be  similar  to  those  with  Phase  I.  However,  Phase  II  would 
result  in  a  lesser  contribution  at  the  intersections  of  King/Tea  Garden  and  King/Academy,  but 
an  greater  contribution  at  the  intersections  of  King/Middle  Drive  East  and  Middle  Drive 
East/Concourse  Bypass  Tunnel. 

Based  on  the  contributions  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the  project  would  be  considered 
to  have  a  significant  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  three  of  the  intersections  that 
would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F:  Fulton/Eighth  Avenue  (weekday  PM,  with  Phase  I), 
Kennedy/Eighth  Avenue  (weekday  PM,  with  Phase  I  and  Phase  II)  and  King/Middle  Drive 
East  (weekday  PM,  with  Phase  II).  At  these  locations,  the  Project  would  add  a  substantial 
number  of  vehicles  to  some  of  the  movements  which  determine  the  overall  level  of  service 
conditions  at  these  intersections.  Therefore,  vehicles  added  to  these  movements  by  the 
Proposed  Project  would  represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative 
conditions. 

Phase  I  or  Phase  II  would  not  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative 
conditions  at  the  other  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F:  Park  Presidio/Fulton 
(weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday,  Sunday  midday),  Fulton/Stanyan  (weekday  PM,  Saturday 
midday,  Sunday  midday),  Kennedy /Stanyan  (weekday  PM),  King/Crossover  (weekday  PM, 
Saturday  midday,  Sunday  midday)  and  Lincoln/Nineteenth  (weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday). 
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At  most  intersections  where  the  Project  contributions  were  found  to  be  not  significant,  the 
Project  would  add  traffic  to  movements  which  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably.  In  some 
instances,  the  Project  would  add  vehicles  to  movements  which  would  not  perform  satisfactorily 
under  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the  project-related  traffic  would  be  less  than  not 
represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions. 


NOTES  —  Transportation 

1  This  section  is  based  on  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  Transportation  Study  -  Final 
Report,  December  10,  2002,  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates. 

2  Major  arterials  are  defined  as  cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the 
city  and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways.  These  are  routes  generally  of  citywide  significance. 

3  The  Congestion  Management  (CMP)  Network  is  the  network  of  freeways,  state  highways  and  major  arterials 
established  in  accordance  with  state  Congestion  Management  legislation. 

4  The  Transit  Preferential  Street  network  classification  system  takes  into  consideration  all  transportation 
functions,  and  identifies  the  major  transit  routes  where  general  traffic  should  be  routed  away  from.  There 
are  two  classifications  of  transit  preferential  streets:  Primary  Transit  Streets,  which  are  either  transit-oriented 
or  transit-important;  and  Secondary  Transit  Streets.  Primary  Transit  Streets  (Transit-Oriented)  are  not  major 
arterials,  with  either  high  transit  ridership,  a  high  frequency  of  service,  or  surface  rail.  Along  these  streets, 
the  emphasis  should  be  on  moving  transit  vehicles,  and  impacts  on  automobile  traffic  should  be  of  secondary 
concern.  Primary  Transit  Streets  (Transit-Important)  are  Major  arterials,  with  either  high  transit  ridership, 
high  frequency  of  service,  or  surface  rail.  Along  these  streets,  the  goal  is  to  improve  the  balance  between 
modes  of  transportation,  and  the  emphasis  should  be  on  moving  people  and  goods,  rather  than  on  moving 
vehicles.  Secondary  Transit  Streets  are  medium  transit  ridership  and  low-to-medium  frequency  of  service,  or 
medium  frequency  of  service  and  low-to-medium  transit  ridership,  or  connects  two  or  more  major 
destinations. 

5  The  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  is  a  regional  network  for  San  Francisco  of  freeways,  major 
and  secondary  arterials,  transit  conflict  and  recreational  streets  meeting  nine  criteria  developed  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  as  part  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  The  criteria  identify 
facilities  that  provide  relief  to  congested  corridors,  improve  connectivity,  accommodate  travel  demand  and 
serve  a  regional  transportation  function. 

6  The  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  is  a  classification  of  streets  throughout  the  City  used  to  identify  street 
devoted  to  or  primarily  oriented  to  pedestrian  use.  The  main  classifications  are:  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network 
Streets,  which  are  inter -neighborhood  connection  with  "citywide  significance"  includes  both  exclusive 
pedestrian  and  pedestrian-oriented  vehicular  streets.;  and  Neighborhood  Network  Streets,  which  are 
neighborhood  commercial,  residential  or  transit  street  that  serves  pedestrians  from  the  general  vicinity.  As 
part  of  the  Neighborhood  Network  Street  network,  streets  are  classified  as  Neighborhood  Commercial 
Streets,  which  are  streets  that  are  predominately  commercial  use  with  parking  and  loading  conflicts,  or 
Neighborhood  Network  Connection  Streets,  which  are  intra-neighborhood  connection  streets  that  connect 
neighborhood  destinations. 

7  Recreational  Streets  are  a  special  category  of  street  whose  major  function  is  to  provide  for  slow  pleasure 
drives  and  cyclist  and  pedestrian  use;  more  highly  valued  for  recreational  use  than  for  traffic  movement. 
The  order  of  priority  for  these  streets  should  be  to  accommodate:  1)  pedestrians,  hiking  trails  or  wilderness 
routes,  as  appropriate;  2)  cyclists:  3)  equestrians;  4)  automobile  scenic  driving. 
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Under  California  Public  Resources  Code  Section  21060.5,  "environment"  means  "the  physical  conditions 
which  exist  within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including  land,  air,  water,  minerals, 
flora,  fauna,  noise,  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance.  " 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Variance  Decision  under  the  City  Planning  Code  -  Case  No. 
2000. 1 094.  V,  January  28 ,  2002 . 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  improvement  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  for  the  intersection 
of  Fulton/Stanyan  to  provide  additional  capacity  for  the  northbound  left-turn  movement  was  determined  not 
to  be  feasible  by  DPT.  DPT  is  currently  reviewing  potential  changes  at  this  intersection  to  improve  traffic 
flow.  As  a  result,  this  analysis  does  not  assume  any  improvements  at  the  intersection. 

Per  request  by  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  minimize  the  increase  in  traffic  volumes 
on  Middle  Drive  East  near  the  AIDS  Memorial  Grove. 
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E.  NOISE 
SETTING 

FUNDAMENTALS  OF  SOUND  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE 

Sound  is  technically  described  in  terms  of  amplitude  (loudness)  and  frequency  (pitch).  The 
standard  unit  of  sound  amplitude  measurement  is  the  decibel  (dB).  The  decibel  scale  is  a 
logarithmic  scale  that  describes  the  physical  intensity  of  the  pressure  vibrations  that  make  up 
any  sound.  The  pitch  of  the  sound  is  related  to  the  frequency  of  the  pressure  vibration.  Since 
the  human  ear  is  not  equally  sensitive  to  a  given  sound  level  at  all  frequencies,  a  special 
frequency-dependent  rating  scale  has  been  devised  to  relate  noise  to  human  sensitivity.  The  A- 
weighted  decibel  scale  (dBA)  provides  this  compensation  by  discriminating  against  frequencies 
in  a  manner  approximating  the  sensitivity  of  the  human  ear. 

Noise,  on  the  other  hand,  is  typically  defined  as  unwanted  sound.  A  typical  noise  environment 
consists  of  a  base  of  steady  "background"  noise  that  is  the  sum  of  many  distant  and 
indistinguishable  noise  sources.  Superimposed  on  this  background  noise  is  the  sound  from 
individual  local  sources.  These  can  vary  from  an  occasional  aircraft  or  train  passing  by  to 
virtually  continuous  noise  from,  for  example,  traffic  on  a  major  highway. 

Several  rating  scales  have  been  developed  to  analyze  the  adverse  effect  of  community  noise  on 
people.  Since  environmental  noise  fluctuates  over  time,  these  scales  consider  that  the  effect  of 
noise  upon  people  is  largely  dependent  upon  the  total  acoustical  energy  content  of  the  noise,  as 
well  as  the  time  of  day  when  the  noise  occurs.  Those  that  are  applicable  to  this  analysis  are  as 
follows: 

•  Leq,  the  equivalent  energy  noise  level,  is  the  average  acoustic  energy  content  of  noise 
for  a  stated  period  of  time.  Thus,  the  Leq  of  a  time-varying  noise  and  that  of  a  steady 
noise  are  the  same  if  they  deliver  the  same  acoustic  energy  to  the  ear  during  exposure. 
For  evaluating  community  impacts,  this  rating  scale  does  not  vary,  regardless  of 
whether  the  noise  occurs  during  the  day  or  the  night. 

•  Ldn,  the  Day-Night  Average  Level,  is  a  24-hour  average  Leq  with  a  10  dBA 
"weighting"  added  to  noise  during  the  hours  of  10:00  pm  to  7:00  am  to  account  for 
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noise  sensitivity  in  the  nighttime.  The  logarithmic  effect  of  these  additions  is  that  a  60 
dBA  24-hour  Leq  would  result  in  a  measurement  of  66.4  dBA  Ldn. 

•  Lmin,  the  minimum  instantaneous  noise  level  experienced  during  a  given  period  of  time. 

•  Lmax,  the  maximum  instantaneous  noise  level  experienced  during  a  given  period  of 
time. 

Noise  environments  and  consequences  of  human  activities  are  usually  well  represented  by 
median  noise  levels  during  the  day,  night,  or  over  a  24-hour  period.  Environmental  noise 
levels  are  generally  considered  low  when  they  are  below  45  dBA,  moderate  in  the  45-  to 
60-dBA  Ldn  range,  and  high  above  60  dBA.  Noise  levels  greater  than  85  dBA  can  cause 
temporary  or  permanent  hearing  loss.  Examples  of  low  daytime  levels  are  isolated  natural 
settings  that  can  provide  noise  levels  as  low  as  20  dBA,  and  quiet  suburban  residential  streets 
that  can  provide  noise  levels  around  40  dBA.  Noise  levels  above  45  dBA  at  night  can  disrupt 
sleep.  Examples  of  moderate  level  noise  environments  are  urban  residential  or  semi- 
commercial  areas  (typically  55  to  60  dBA)  and  commercial  locations  (typically  60  dBA). 
People  may  consider  louder  environments  adverse,  but  most  will  accept  the  higher  levels 
associated  with  more  noisy  urban  residential  or  residential-commercial  areas  (60  to  75  dBA)  or 
dense  urban  or  industrial  areas  (65  to  80  dBA). 

When  evaluating  changes  in  hourly  or  24-hour  community  noise  levels,  a  difference  of  3  dBA 
is  a  barely  perceptible  increase  to  most  people.1  A  5-dBA  increase  is  readily  noticeable,  while 
a  difference  of  10  dBA  would  be  perceived  as  a  doubling  of  loudness.2 

Noise  levels  from  a  particular  source  decline  as  distance  to  the  receptor  increases.  Other 
factors,  such  as  the  weather  and  reflecting  or  shielding  also  help  intensify  or  reduce  the  noise 
level  at  any  given  location.  A  commonly  used  rule  of  thumb  for  roadway  noise  is  that  for 
every  doubling  of  distance  from  the  source,  the  noise  level  is  reduced  by  about  3  dBA  at 
acoustically  "hard"  locations  (i.e.,  the  area  between  the  noise  source  and  the  receptor  is  nearly 
complete  asphalt,  concrete,  hard-packed  soil,  or  other  solid  materials)  and  4.5  dBA  at 
acoustically  "soft"  locations  (i.e.,  the  area  between  the  source  and  receptor  is  normal  earth  or 
has  vegetation,  including  grass).  Noise  from  stationary  or  point  sources  is  reduced  by  about  6 
dBA  to  7.5  dBA  for  every  doubling  of  distance  at  acoustically  hard  and  soft  locations, 
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respectively.  Noise  levels  may  also  be  reduced  by  intervening  structures— generally,  a  single 
row  of  buildings  between  the  receptor  and  the  noise  source  reduces  the  noise  level  by  about  5 
dBA,  while  a  solid  wall  or  berm  reduces  noise  levels  by  5  to  10  dBA.  The  manner  in  which 
older  homes  in  California  were  constructed  generally  provides  a  reduction  of  exterior-to- 
interior  noise  levels  of  about  20  to  25  dBA  with  closed  windows.  The  exterior-to-interior 
reduction  of  newer  residential  units  is  generally  30  dBA  or  more. 

EXISTING  AMBIENT  NOISE  LEVELS 

Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  include  residential,  commercial,  and 
institutional  uses.  Although  other  noise  sources  occur  in  the  vicinity,  vehicular  traffic  is  the 
primary  source  of  noise  within  and  around  the  Park.  Within  the  park,  the  Music  Concourse 
area  includes  roadway  areas  and  about  200  surface  parking  spaces.  Construction  of  the  New 
de Young  Museum  is  presently  occurring  in  the  Concourse  area.  Existing  noise  levels  within 
the  park  are  generated  by  construction  equipment;  landscape  maintenance  equipment;  human 
activity  and  motor  vehicle  trips.  Motor  vehicles  are  the  primary  source  of  noise  associated 
with  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Existing  ambient  daytime  noise  levels  were  measured  at  six  selected  locations  around  the 
Music  Concourse  on  Saturday,  April  27,  2002  to  identify  representative  noise  levels.  Existing 
24-hour  noise  levels  were  also  measured  at  the  intersection  of  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street, 
beginning  on  Friday,  April  26,  2002  through  Sunday,  April  28,  2002.  The  average  daytime 
noise  levels,  24-hour  noise  levels,  and  sources  of  noise  measured  at  each  location  are  identi- 
fied in  Table  21.  (These  daytime  noise  levels  are  characteristic  of  an  urban  environment.) 
Existing  Lma*  noise  levels  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton  and  Tenth  Streets,  Fulton  and  Eighth 
Streets,  and  Kennedy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  were  measured  at  relatively  high  levels. 
However,  Lmax  measures  instantaneous  noise  which  was  most  likely  generated  by  a  car  stereo 
or  siren  during  a  momentary  interval. 

Existing  24-hour  roadway  noise  levels  have  been  calculated  for  nine  representative  locations 
within  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  surrounding  area.  The  noise  levels  were  calculated  using  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  Highway  Noise  Prediction  Model  (FHWA-RD-77-108)  and 
traffic  volumes  from  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  Transportation  Study. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 


TABLE  21 

EXISTING  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  SELECTED  LOCATIONS 


Noise  Measurement  Location 

1 .  Academy  Drive  near  California 
Academy  of  Sciences 

2.  Northwest  corner  of  Kennedy  Drive 
and  Middle  Drive  East 

3 .  Middle  Drive  East  near  California 
Academy  of  Sciences 

4.  Southeast  corner  of  Kennedy  Drive 
and  Tea  Garden  Drive 

5.  Roadway  behind  Spreckels  Music 
Temple 

6.  Northeast  corner  of  Fulton  Street  and 
Eighth  Avenue 

7.  AIDS  Memorial  Grove 

8.  Southwest  corner  of  Fulton  Street  and 
Tenth  Avenue 


Primary  Noise  Sources 

Traffic  on  Academy  Drive,  people 
entering  and  existing  Academy, 
strollers,  lots  of  children 

Traffic  Kennedy  Drive  and  Middle 
Drive  East,  people  walking  by,  talking, 
birds,  dogs  strollers 

Traffic  on  Middle  Drive  East,  people 
walking  by,  people  playing  sports 

Traffic  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive,  people  waling  by, 
talking,  bicycles 

Roadway  traffic,  people  walking  by 
and  talking,  birds 

Roadway  traffic 

Distant  roadway  traffic  and 
construction  activities,  people  talking 

Roadway  traffic 


Noise  Level 
Statistics 

Leq        Lmin  Lma 


64.4  46.8  78.7 

62.2  48.3  78.5 

59.8  45.5  78.5 

69.6  54.3  85.9 

59.0  50.1  77.5 
71.2  54.6  85.1 

57.1  41.6  78.7 

71.5  41.0  99.0 


Sources:  EIP  Associates,  2002,  Ulingworth  &  Rodkin,  2002. 


The  model  calculates  the  average  noise  level  at  specific  locations  based  on  traffic  volumes, 
average  speeds,  roadway  geometry,  and  site  environmental  conditions.  The  average  vehicle 
noise  rates  (energy  rates)  utilized  in  the  FHWA  Model  have  been  modified  to  reflect  average 
vehicle  noise  rates  identified  for  California  by  Caltrans.3  The  Caltrans  data  show  that 
California  automobile  noise  is  0.8  to  1.0  dBA  higher  than  national  levels  and  that  medium  and 
heavy  truck  noise  is  0.3  to  3.0  dBA  lower  than  national  levels.4  The  calculated  noise  levels 
are  presented  in  Table  22. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 

NOISE  REGULATIONS 

San  Francisco  noise  regulations  are  stipulated  in  Article  29  of  the  Police  Code,  which  states 
that  the  City's  policy  is  "to  prohibit  unnecessary,  excessive  and  offensive  noises  from  all 
sources  subject  to  police  power."  Sections  2907  and  2908  of  Article  29  regulate  construction 
equipment  and  construction  work  at  night. 

Section  2907  (b)  states  "it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  including  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  to  operate  any  powered  construction  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of 
acquisition,  if  the  operation  of  such  equipment  emits  noise  at  a  level  in  excess  of  80  dBA  when 
measured  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  such  equipment,  or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at  some 
other  convenient  distance."  Exemptions  to  this  requirement  include: 

•  Impact  tools  and  equipment  with  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by  the 
manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best  accomplishing 
maximum  noise  attenuation;  and 

•  Pavement  breakers  and  jackhammers  equipped  with  acoustically  attenuating  shields  or 
shrouds  recommended  by  the  manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public 
Works  as  best  accomplishing  maximum  noise  attenuation. 

Section  2908  prohibits  any  person,  between  the  hours  of  8:00  PM  of  any  day  and  7:00  AM  of 
the  following  day,  to  erect,  construct,  demolish,  excavate  for,  alter,  or  repair  any  building  or 
structure  if  the  noise  level  created  is  in  excess  of  the  ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the 
nearest  property  line  unless  a  special  permit  therefore  has  been  applied  for  and  granted  by  the 
Director  of  Public  Works. 

The  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission's  Permit  and  Reservation  Policy, 
established  in  Resolution  No.  9705-073  and  adopted  May  15,  1997,  limits  outdoor  use  of 
stationary  sound  amplification  equipment  and  lists  acceptable  sound  levels  allowed  in  parks, 
plazas,  and  squares.  These  guidelines  were  created  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  to 
apply  to  musical  concerts  and  outdoor  events  and,  therefore,  would  not  apply  to  the  proposed 
project. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 


IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  if  it  would  exceed  average  noise 
levels  of  80  dBA  during  project  construction  (excluding  impact  tool  use),  at  a  100-foot 
distance  from  the  source.  The  project  would  also  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  if 
it  causes  a  permanent  (i.e.,  long  term  operational)  increase  of  3  dBA  Ldn  or  more  over  ambient 
noise  levels  at  any  noise-sensitive  land  use  location. 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Phase  I  -  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse  Surface  Improvements 

Construction 

Temporary  construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility 
and  surface  improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse  are  expected  to  occur  over  a  period  of 
approximately  three  years.  Four  basic  types  of  activities  would  be  expected  to  occur  and 
generate  noise  levels  during  construction.  First,  some  existing  structures  within  the  Music 
Concourse  would  be  demolished  and  existing  surface  features  cleared.  Second,  following 
demolition,  the  development  sites  would  be  excavated  and/or  graded  to  accommodate  the  new 
parking  facility  and  surface  improvements.  Third,  the  parking  facility  and  surface 
improvements  would  then  be  constructed  and  readied  for  use.  Finally,  new  landscaping  would 
be  planted  around  the  project  site. 

The  three-year  construction  period  is  considered  to  be  short-term  and  temporary.  This  is  not 
to  say  that  construction  emissions  could  not  cause  adverse  noise  effects.  Construction 
activities  would  generate  noise  levels  that  could  adversely  affect  the  surrounding  area.  During 
each  stage  of  development  there  would  be  a  different  mix  of  equipment  operating,  and  noise 
levels  would  vary  based  on  the  amount  of  equipment  in  operation  and  the  location  of  the 
activity. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 

The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA)  has  compiled  data  regarding  the  noise 
generating  characteristics  of  specific  types  of  construction  equipment  and  typical  construction 
activities.  These  data  are  presented  in  Table  23.  Noise  levels  diminish  rapidly  with  distance 
from  the  construction  site  at  a  rate  of  approximately  6  to  7.5  dBA  per  doubling  of  distance. 
For  example,  a  noise  level  of  84  dBA  Leq  measured  at  50  feet  from  the  noise  source  to  the 
receptor  would  reduce  to  78  dBA  Leq  at  100  feet  from  the  source  to  the  receptor,  and  reduce 
by  another  6  dBA  to  72  dBA  Leq  at  200  feet  from  the  source  to  the  receptor.  Table  23  does  not 
show  noise  levels  for  pile  driving  or  blasting  operations  since  they  would  not  occur  at  the  site 
during  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 


TABLE  23 

TYPICAL  OUTDOOR  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS 


Noise  Level  at  50  Feet   Noise  Level  at  50  Feet  with  Mufflers 


Construction  Phase  dBA  Leq  dBA  Leq 


Ground  Clearing 

84 

82 

Excavation,  Grading 

89 

86 

Foundations 

78 

77 

Structural 

85 

83 

Exterior  Finishing 

89 

86 

Source:   U.S.  EPA,  1971 


Construction  activities  would  primarily  impact  the  existing  buildings  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area,  including  the  de Young  Museum,  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  Based  on  the 
information  presented  in  Table  23,  construction  noise  levels  could  reach  up  to  89  dBA  Leq 
during  the  daytime  at  these  buildings.  Assuming  that  the  noise  levels  would  be  reduced  by  6.0 
dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  construction  area,  they  could  also  exceed  the  City's  80 
dBA  Leq  standard  during  the  excavation/grading  and  exterior  finishing  phases  of  development. 
This  impact  is,  therefore,  potentially  significant  without  mitigation.  As  shown  in  Table  23, 
noise  levels  from  construction  activities  could  be  reduced  with  the  use  of  mufflers  on 
construction  equipment.  These  mufflers  would  reduce  the  overall  noise  levels  during 
construction  to  less  than  80  dBA  Leq  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  construction  sites. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 


When  completed,  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements 
would  not  generate  any  new  sources  of  noise.  The  primary  noise  effect  of  the  proposed 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  would  be  the  resulting  changes  in 
local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized  changes  in  roadway  noise  levels.  As  was 
done  to  assess  existing  noise  levels,  the  FHWA  Highway  Noise  Prediction  Model  was  used  to 
predict  future  noise  levels  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  surrounding  area  following  the 
completion  of  Phase  I.  The  results  of  the  noise  level  modeling  are  shown  in  Table  22.  As 
shown,  the  changes  in  motor  vehicle  trips  and  circulation  patterns  would  increase  local  noise 
levels  by  a  maximum  of  0.6  dBA  Ldn,  which  is  inaudible/imperceptible  to  most  people.  The 
noise  levels  along  several  roadway  links  would  be  reduced  as  a  result  of  the  changes  in 
circulation  patterns  that  would  occur  under  Phase  I  of  the  project. 

Because  the  roadway  noise  levels  at  all  locations  would  increase  by  less  than  3  dBA  Ldn,  Phase 
I  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  would  not  generate  increased 
local  traffic  volumes  that  cause  a  substantial  permanent  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the 
project  vicinity.  This  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  three 
street-level  air  intake  shafts.  Additionally,  the  ventilation  system  would  introduce  two 
ventilation  structures  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be  up  to 
14  feet  in  diameter  and  approximately  10  feet  high.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be 
constructed  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  would  be  located  within  the  existing  tree  line 
south  of  the  intersection  of  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy  Drives,  near  the  Pershing  Monument 
(see  Figure  5,  p.  1 1). 

Some  noise  would  be  audible  from  the  ventilation  structures.  However,  the  ventilation 
structures,  mechanical  elements,  and  muffling  features  would  be  designed  to  limit  audible 
noise  above  ambient  conditions.  The  10-feet  high  ventilation  structures  would  be  located  away 
from  where  people  generally  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time,  which  would  also  limit 
adverse  noise  effects. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 

Phase  II  —  Underground  Through  Street 

Construction  activities  and  noise  levels  occurring  under  Phase  II  would  be  similar  to  Phase  I 
and,  considered  potentially  significant  without  mitigation.  As  discussed  for  Phase  I, 
construction  activities  would  include  noise  controls  to  limit  adverse  effects. 

As  with  Phase  I,  the  primary  noise  effect  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  be  the 
resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns.  Table  22  shows  predicted  future  noise  levels 
within  the  park  and  surrounding  area  following  the  completion  of  Phase  II.  As  shown,  the 
changes  in  motor  vehicle  trips  and  circulation  patterns  would  increase  local  noise  levels  by  a 
maximum  of  0.6  dBA  Ldn,  which  is  inaudible/imperceptible  to  most  people.  The  noise  levels 
along  several  roadway  links  would  be  reduced  as  a  result  of  the  changes  in  circulation  patterns 
that  would  occur  under  both  phases  of  the  project. 

Other  Proposition  J  Projects 

Other  Proposition  J  Projects  including  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle,  traffic  calming  measures,  other 
parking  management,  road  closures,  MUNI  service  improvements,  and  the  Cultural  Shuttle, 
would  be  expected  to  improve  circulation  conditions  in  the  Park  and  would  not  have  adverse 
noise  effects. 

CUMULATIVE  NOISE  EFFECTS 

Cumulative  noise  impacts  would  occur  primarily  as  a  result  of  increased  traffic  assuming 
completion  of  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  due  to  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority 
Projects,  the  de Young  Museum  and  California  Academy  of  Sciences  projects,  and  other 
cumulative  traffic  growth.  Construction  noise  would  occur  from  on-going  activities  at  the 
New  deYoung  Museum,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  projects  (Phase  I  and 
Phase  II,  if  implemented),  and  the  proposed  California  Academy  of  Sciences  to  about  2007. 
Construction  activities  would  occur  at  development  sites  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Concourse; 
they  would  not  result  in  cumulative  noise  impacts,  since  the  noise  levels  would  be  isolated  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  development  sites. 
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III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Noise 


Therefore,  cumulative  traffic-generated  noise  impacts  have  been  assessed  based  on  the 
difference  between  the  existing  traffic  noise  levels  and  the  future  traffic  noise  levels  in  2015 
with  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects.  The  change  in  noise  levels  is  presented 
in  Table  22.  As  shown,  the  increase  in  noise  levels  along  all  of  the  roadway  segments  within 
the  vicinity  would  increase  by  1.8  dBA  Ldn  or  less.  Because  the  future  noise  levels  at  all 
locations  would  increase  by  less  than  3  dBA  Ldn,  cumulative  development  including  the  Golden 
Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  and  permanent  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  and  the  contribution  of  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse 
Authority  Projects  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


NOTES  —  Noise 

1  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  Federal  Highway  Administration.  1980.  Highway  Noise 
Fundamentals. 

2  Ibid. 

3  Hendriks,  Rudolf  W.  1987.  California  Vehicle  Noise  Emission  Levels  (FHWA/CA/TL-87/03). 

4  Ibid. 
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F.  AIR  QUALITY 
SETTING 

APPLICABLE  PLANS  AND  REGULATIONS 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

Federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations  form  the  foundation  for  controlling  air  pollution. 
The  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  including  amendments  of  1990,  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  of 
1988  specify  that  federal  and  state  regulatory  agencies  set  upper  limits  on  the  airborne 
concentrations  of  six  criteria  air  pollutants.  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  exist  for 
ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate 
matter,  and  lead.1  Reactive  organic  gases  (ROG)  and  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  are  also 
regulated  as  precursor  contaminants  that  react  in  the  atmosphere  to  form  ozone,  and  particulate 
matter  is  regulated  as  inhalable  particulate  matter  ten  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter  (PM10). 

Federal  and  state  standards  for  these  pollutants  are  upper  limits  designed  to  protect  all 
segments  of  the  population  including  those  most  susceptible  to  the  pollutants'  adverse  effects 
(e.g.,  children,  the  elderly,  people  weak  from  illness  or  disease,  or  persons  doing  heavy  work 
or  exercise). 

Air  Quality  Management  Plans 

The  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  provide  the  legal 
framework  for  attaining  and  maintaining  the  ambient  air  quality  standards.  Both  the  federal 
and  state  acts  require  that  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  designate  as  "nonattainment 
areas"  portions  of  the  state  where  federal  or  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  not  met. 
Where  a  pollutant  exceeds  standards,  air  quality  management  plans  must  be  formulated  that 
demonstrate  how  the  standards  will  be  achieved.  These  laws  also  provide  the  basis  for  the 
implementing  agencies  to  develop  mobile  and  stationary  source  performance  standards. 
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BAAQMD  is  primarily  responsible  for  planning,  implementing,  and  enforcing  the  federal  and 
state  ambient  standards  in  the  Bay  Area.  EPA  approval  of  the  7952  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan 
(referred  to  as  the  7952  Plan),  which  indicates  how  the  BAAQMD  will  implement  federal  air 
quality  requirements,  resulted  in  the  7952  Plan  being  incorporated  into  the  State 
Implementation  Plan.  The  region's  State  Implementation  Plan  is  a  compilation  of  plan 
components  and  air  pollution  control  regulations  that  when  taken  together  are  designed  to 
enable  the  region  to  attain  and  maintain  the  federal  standards.  Along  with  the  BAAQMD,  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  also  contribute  to  the  State  Implementation  Plan.  The  BAAQMD  updated  the 
7952  Plan  and  adopted  the  Bay  Area  '91  Clean  Air  Plan  to  implement  the  requirements  of  the 
California  Clean  Air  Act  of  1988.  As  required  by  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  and  subsequent 
1992  amendments,  the  BAAQMD  also  prepared  the  7994  Clean  Air  Plan  Update,  the  Bay 
Area  '97  Clean  Air  Plan,  and  the  Bay  Area  2000  Clean  Air  Plan.  The  state  ozone  standard 
and  the  state  PMio  standard  are  exceeded  (violated)  in  the  region.  To  meet  the  state  ozone 
standard,  the  BAAQMD  adopted  the  2000  Clean  Air  Plan  on  December  20,  2000  and 
submitted  it  to  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  as  required  by  the  California  Clean 
Air  Act.  The  2000  Clean  Air  Plan  includes  a  control  strategy  review  to  ensure  that  the  plan 
continues  to  include  "all  feasible  measures"  to  reduce  ozone.  No  state  plan  is  required  to  meet 
state  PMio  measures. 

In  1998,  the  Bay  Area  was  redesignated  as  nonattainment  for  the  federal  ozone  standards. 
Under  the  EPA's  direction,  the  BAAQMD  prepared  and  submitted  the  Bay  Area  Ozone 
Attainment  Plan  in  June  1999  (referred  to  as  the  7999  Plan)  as  a  revision  to  the  State 
Implementation  Plan.  This  attainment  plan  was  partially  rejected  by  EPA.  The  parts  of  the 
7999  Plan  that  were  disapproved  include  ozone  attainment  assessment,  consistency  of  regional 
transportation  plans  and  programs  with  air  quality  attainment  plans,  and  the  Reasonably 
Available  Control  Measure  demonstration.  In  response  to  EPA's  disapproval  of  the  7999 
Plan,  a  Bay  Area  2001  Ozone  Attainment  Plan  (Final  Plan)  was  prepared  in  June  2001  by  the 
BAAQMD,  MTC,  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments.  This  Final  Plan  was 
initially  rejected  by  the  California  ARB  prior  to  its  submittal  to  the  EPA.  Addenda  to  this  plan 
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were  presented  to  the  California  ARB  in  October  2001,  approved,  and  submitted  to  the  EPA 
for  approval  of  the  Final  Plan. 

The  State  Implementation  Plan  measures  for  reducing  emissions  of  reactive  organic 
compounds  and  nitrogen  oxides  affect  all  source  categories.  Emissions  limitations  are  imposed 
upon  sources  of  air  pollutants  by  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  by  the  federal,  state,  or 
local  agencies.  Mobile  sources  of  air  pollutants  are  largely  controlled  by  federal  and  state 
agencies  through  emission  performance  standards  and  fuel  formulation  requirements.  The 
BAAQMD  regulates  stationary  sources  through  its  permitting  and  compliance  programs.  The 
BAAQMD  is  responsible  for  implementing  stationary  source  performance  standards  and  other 
requirements  of  federal  and  state  laws. 

Local  environmental  plans  and  policies  also  recognize  community  goals  for  air  quality.  The 
San  Francisco  General  Plan  includes  the  1997  Air  Quality  Element.2  The  objectives  specified 
by  the  City  include  the  following: 

•  Objective  2:  Reduce  mobile  sources  of  air  pollution  through  implementation  of  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  General  Plan. 

•  Objective  3:  Decrease  the  air  quality  impacts  of  development  by  coordination  of  land 
use  and  transportation  decisions. 

•  Objective  5:  Minimize  particulate  matter  emissions  from  road  and  construction  sites. 

•  Objective  6:  Link  the  positive  effects  of  energy  conservation  and  waste  management  to 
emission  reductions. 

AIR  QUALITY  CONDITIONS 

Climate 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  regional  meteorological  conditions  are  cool  and  dry  in  the 
summers  and  mild  and  moderately  wet  in  the  winters.  A  daytime  sea  breeze  provides  fresh  air 
to  the  Bay  Area,  but  also  tends  to  cause  temperature  inversions  by  positioning  cool  surface  air 
underneath  warmer  upper-air.  The  inversions  limit  vertical  motion  of  pollution  and  cause 
pollution  potential  to  be  the  highest  in  the  sheltered  valleys  throughout  the  region  and  in  the 
subregions  that  are  not  directly  affected  by  the  marine  air  entering  through  the  Golden  Gate.3 
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Regional  and  Local  Air  Quality 

The  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  has  a  history  of  recorded  violations  of 
federal  and  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  and  inhalable 
particulate  matter.  Since  the  early  1970s,  the  Bay  Area  has  made  progress  toward  controlling 
these  pollutants.  The  progress  has  led  the  area  to  attaining  all  state  and  federal  standards 
except  those  for  ozone  and  PMio.  The  Bay  Area  is  an  ozone  nonattainment  area  for  state  and 
federal  purposes.  Although  the  Bay  Area  does  not  meet  the  state  standard  for  PMio,  it  meets 
the  federal  standard. 

The  criteria  pollutants  for  which  national  and  State  standards  have  been  promulgated  that  are 
most  relevant  to  air  quality  planning  and  regulation  in  the  Bay  Area  are  ozone,  fine  suspended 
particulate  matter,  and  carbon  monoxide.  Each  of  these  is  briefly  described  below. 

•  Ozone  is  a  gas  that  is  formed  when  reactive  organic  gases  (ROGs)  and  nitrogen  oxides 
(NOx),  both  byproducts  of  internal  combustion  engine  exhaust,  undergo  slow 
photochemical  reactions  in  the  presence  of  sunlight.  Ozone  concentrations  are 
generally  highest  during  the  summer  months  when  direct  sunlight,  light  wind,  and 
warm  temperature  conditions  are  favorable  to  the  formation  of  this  pollutant. 

•  Fine  Suspended  Particulate  Matter  (PMio)  consists  of  extremely  small,  suspended 
particles  or  droplets  10  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter.  Some  sources  of  PMio,  like 
pollen  and  windstorms,  are  naturally  occurring.  However,  in  populated  areas,  most 
PMio  is  caused  by  road  dust,  diesel  soot,  combustion  products,  abrasion  of  tires  and 
brakes,  and  construction  activities. 

•  Carbon  Monoxide  {CO)  is  a  colorless,  odorless  gas  produced  by  the  incomplete 
combustion  of  fuels.  CO  concentrations  tend  to  be  the  highest  during  the  winter 
morning,  with  little  to  no  wind,  when  surface-based  inversions  trap  the  pollutant  at 
ground  levels.  Because  CO  is  emitted  directly  from  internal  combustion  engines, 
unlike  ozone,  and  motor  vehicles  operating  at  slow  speeds  are  the  primary  source  of 
CO  in  the  Bay  Area,  the  highest  ambient  CO  concentrations  are  generally  found  near 
congested  transportation  corridors  and  intersections. 

•  Toxic  Air  Contaminants  refer  to  a  diverse  group  of  air  pollutants  that  can  affect  human 
health,  but  have  not  had  ambient  air  quality  standards  established  for  them. 

The  BAAQMD  operates  air  quality  monitoring  stations  in  San  Francisco  at  10  Arkansas  Street 
(at  the  foot  of  Potrero  Hill)  and  at  939  Ellis  Street  (near  the  Civic  Center).  Either  location 
would  probably  be  representative  of  conditions  in  the  project  vicinity;  however,  the  Ellis 
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Street  station  monitors  only  carbon  monoxide.  Peak  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  observed 
at  the  Ellis  Street  station  tend  to  be  higher  than  those  observed  at  Arkansas  Street.  Because 
the  Project  Area  is  located  both  within  and/or  close  to  the  downtown  area,  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  would  also  tend  to  be  higher  than  those  observed  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station. 
Ozone  and  particulate  matter  data  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station  show  the  following: 

•  During  the  period  of  1999  through  2001,  the  state  1-hour  ozone  standard  and  the 
federal  1-hour  and  8-hour  ozone  standards  were  not  exceeded  (violated)  on  any  day  at 
the  Arkansas  Street  station. 

•  During  the  period  of  1999  through  2001  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station,  the  state  24- 
hour  PMio  standard  was  exceeded  in  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  samples  per  year, 
the  federal  24-hour  standard  was  not  exceeded  at  all,  and  the  state  and  federal  annual 
standards  were  not  exceeded  at  all.  The  federal  standards  were  not  exceeded  in  the 
district. 

The  regional  and  local  air  quality  data  show  that  the  region  has  made  considerable  progress 
toward  meeting  the  state  and  federal  standards.  At  this  time,  the  region  does  not  meet  ozone 
standards,  and  violations  of  the  state  and  federal  standards  for  ozone  continue  to  persist. 
Pollutants  tend  to  be  carried  away  from  San  Francisco  into  the  more  sheltered  areas  of  the 
region  and  cause  violations  of  the  standards  there.  In  this  manner,  regional  benefits  would 
occur  with  efforts  to  control  San  Francisco's  emissions. 

The  emission  sources  that  currently  exist  in  the  Concourse  vicinity  are  traffic-related;  such  as 
Fulton  Street  or  Kennedy  Drive 

IMPACTS 


SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  identifies  significance  criteria  to  assist  lead  agencies  in 
evaluating  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  projects.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  utilizes  these 
criteria  when  evaluating  proposed  development  projects  and  plans.  As  such,  the  proposed 
project  may  result  in  significant  air  quality  impacts  if  it  (1)  causes  localized  CO  concentrations 
near  congested  intersections  to  exceed  national  and/or  State  standards  or  contributes 
substantially  to  CO  concentrations  that  exceed  standards  without  the  project,  (2)  generates  new 
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sources  of  operational  emissions  that  generate  80  pounds  per  day  (ppd)  of  ROG,  NOx,  or 
PMio,  or  (3)  generates  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number  of  people. 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Phase  I  -  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse  Surface  Improvements 

Construction 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse  are  expected  to  occur  over  a  period  of  approximately 
three  years.  Four  basic  types  of  activities  would  be  expected  to  occur  and  generate  emissions 
during  construction.  First,  some  existing  structures  within  the  Music  Concourse  would  be 
demolished  and  existing  surface  features  cleared.  Following  demolition,  the  development  sites 
would  be  excavated  and/or  graded  to  accommodate  the  new  parking  facility  and  surface 
improvements.  The  parking  facility  and  surface  improvements  would  then  be  constructed  and 
readied  for  use.  Finally,  new  landscaping  would  be  planted  around  the  project  site. 

In  the  overall  life  of  the  project,  the  three-year  construction  period  is  considered  to  be  short- 
term  and  temporary.  This  is  not  to  say  that  construction  emissions  could  not  cause  adverse 
effects  on  air  quality.  Construction  activities  would  generate  airborne  dust  that  could 
adversely  affect  the  surrounding  area.  The  principal  pollutant  of  concern  would  be  PMio. 

The  BAAQMD  GEQA  Guidelines  recommends  an  analytical  approach  that  obviates  (does  away 
with)  the  need  to  quantitatively  estimate  and  evaluate  construction  emissions.  Because 
construction-related  PMio  emissions  primarily  affect  the  area  surrounding  a  project  site,  the 
BAAQMD  recommends  that  all  dust  control  measures  that  the  BAAQMD  considers  to  be 
feasible,  depending  on  the  size  of  the  project,  be  implemented  to  reduce  the  localized  impact 
to  the  maximum  extent.  The  measures  that  would  apply  to  the  proposed  project  include  the 
following: 

•  Water  all  active  construction  areas  at  least  twice  daily. 

•  Cover  all  trucks  hauling  soil,  sand,  and  other  loose  materials  or  require  all  trucks  to 
maintain  at  least  two  feet  of  freeboard. 
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•  Pave,  apply  water  three  times  daily,  or  apply  non-toxic  soil  stabilizers  on  all  unpaved 
access  roads,  parking  areas,  and  staging  areas  at  the  construction  sites. 

•  Sweep  daily  (with  water  sweepers)  all  paved  access  roads,  parking  areas,  and  staging 
areas  at  the  construction  sites. 

•  Sweep  public  streets  adjacent  to  construction  sites  daily  (with  water  sweepers)  if  visible 
soil  material  is  carried  onto  the  streets. 

•  Hydroseed  or  apply  non-toxic  soil  stabilizers  to  inactive  construction  areas  (previously 
graded  areas  inactive  for  ten  days  or  more). 

•  Enclose,  cover,  water  twice  daily,  or  apply  non-toxic  soil  binders  to  exposed  stockpiles 
(dirt,  sand,  etc.). 

•  Limit  traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  to  15  miles  per  hour. 

•  Install  sandbags  or  other  erosion  control  measures  to  prevent  silt  runoff  to  public 
roadways. 

•  Replant  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  quickly  as  possible. 

•  Install  wheel  washers  for  all  exiting  trucks  or  wash  off  the  tires  or  tracks  of  all  trucks 
and  equipment  leaving  the  construction  site. 

•  Install  wind  breaks  at  the  windward  sides  of  the  construction  areas 

•  Suspend  excavation  and  grading  activities  when  wind  (as  instantaneous  gusts)  exceeds 
25  miles  per  hour. 

Implementation  of  these  measures  is  consistent  with  Objective  3  of  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan  2000  Air  Quality  Element. 

With  regard  to  construction  equipment  and  construction  employees,  the  BAAQMD  does  not 
consider  the  emissions  generated  by  these  sources  to  cause  a  significant  impact.  One  of  the 
reasons  for  this  is  that  the  construction  industry  is  an  existing  source  of  emissions  within  the 
Bay  Area,  and  the  entire  state.  In  general,  construction  equipment  operates  at  one  site  for  a 
short-term  basis  and,  when  finished,  then  moves  on  to  a  new  construction  site.  The  same 
situation  occurs  for  the  construction  employees  who  make  a  living  going  from  one  site  to 
another  doing  similar  construction  work.  To  minimize  daily  emissions,  however,  construction 
equipment  should  be  kept  properly  in  tune  at  all  times  and  should  be  shut  off  when  not  being 
actively  operated  for  more  than  five  minutes. 
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Because  these  measures  would  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  standard  City  practice, 
construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  violate  any  air  quality 
standard  or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation.  This  is  a 
less-than-significant  impact. 

Construction  activities  could  generate  airborne  odors  associated  with  the  operation  of 
construction  vehicles  (i.e.,  diesel  exhaust)  and  the  application  of  architectural  coatings.  These 
emissions  would  occur  during  daytime  hours  only  and  would  be  isolated  to  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  construction  sites  and  activity.  As  such,  they  would  not  affect  a  substantial 
number  of  people  or  cause  a  significant  impact. 

Operations 

When  completed,  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements 
would  not  generate  any  new  sources  of  air  pollutant  emissions.  They  do  not  include  any  new 
equipment  that  would  generate  emissions.  They  are  also  not  considered  to  be  new  destination 
sources.  Instead,  they  would  accommodate  the  people  and  vehicles  accessing  the  Park. 
Therefore,  the  project  would  not  generate  new  operations  with  emission  of  ROG,  NOx  or 
PMio. 

The  primary  air  quality  affect  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
improvements  would  be  the  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized 
concentrations  of  air  pollutants. 

The  BAAQMD  recommends  the  use  of  CALINE4,  a  dispersion  model  for  predicting  CO 
concentrations,  as  the  preferred  method  of  estimating  pollutant  concentrations  at  sensitive 
receptors  near  congested  roadways  and  intersections.  For  each  intersection  analyzed, 
CALINE4  adds  roadway-specific  CO  emissions  calculated  from  peak-hour  turning  volumes  to 
the  existing  ambient  CO  air  concentrations.  For  this  analysis,  CO  concentrations  were 
calculated  based  on  a  simplified  CALINE4  screening  procedure  developed  by  the  BAAQMD 
and  presented  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines.  The  simplified  model  is  intended  as  a  screening 
analysis  in  order  to  identify  a  potential  CO  hotspot.  This  methodology  assumes  worst-case 
conditions  and  provides  a  screening  of  maximum,  worst-case  CO  concentrations. 
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Maximum  existing  CO  concentrations  were  calculated  for  the  intersections  evaluated  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  Transportation  Study  that  operate  at  level  of 
service  (LOS)  D,  E,  or  F  (these  intersections  have  greater  congestion  and,  therefore,  higher 
localized  concentrations  of  CO).  The  results  of  these  calculations  are  presented  in  Tables  24 
and  25  for  representative  receptor  locations  at  50  feet  from  each  roadway.  These  distances 
were  selected  because  they  represent  locations  where  a  person  may  be  living,  working,  or 
resting  at  or  near  the  Park  for  more  than  one  hour  at  a  time.  As  shown,  under  worst-case 
conditions,  existing  CO  concentrations  near  all  of  the  study  area  intersections  would  not 
exceed  national  or  State  1-hour  and  8-hour  ambient  CO  standards. 

The  results  of  air  emissions  modeling  are  shown  in  Tables  24  and  25.  As  shown,  future  CO 
concentrations  near  these  intersections  would  not  exceed  the  national  35.0  ppm  and  State  20.0 
ppm  1-hour  ambient  air  quality  standards  or  the  national  9.5  ppm  and  State  9.1  ppm  8-hour 
ambient  air  quality  standards  when  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  is  operational. 
Therefore,  sensitive  receptors  located  in  close  proximity  to  these  intersections  would  not  be 
exposed  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations,  and  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  three 
street-level  air  intake  shafts.  Additionally,  the  ventilation  system  would  introduce  ventilation 
structures  around  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be  up  to  14  feet 
in  diameter  and  approximately  10  feet  high,  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  would  be  located 
within  the  existing  tree  line  south  of  the  intersection  of  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy  Drives,  near 
the  Pershing  Monument.  These  three  structures  would  not  be  visible  from  the  Music 
Concourse. 

The  primary  air  pollutant  of  concern  that  would  be  emitted  through  the  ventilation  structures 
would  be  CO,  since  it  is  directly  emitted  from  motor  vehicles.  CO  does  not  adversely  affect 
plant  life,  only  breathing  animals.  Therefore,  the  emissions  of  CO  from  these  structures 
would  not  affect  the  surrounding  vegetation.  The  localized  CO  emissions  would  also  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  existing  parking  areas  and  roadways  in  the  Park.  The  emission  of  CO 
from  these  structures  would  not  adversely  affect  people  at  Golden  Gate  Park,  since  the 
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TABLE  24 

1-HOUR  LOCALIZED  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS 

CO  Concentrations  in  Parts  per  Million1  at  50  Feet 


Intersection 

Existing 

Weekday  Traffic 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

11.8 

Fulton/Stanyan 

8.4 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

11.3 

King/Crossover 

13.4 

Lincoln/Nineteenth 

12.4 

Ninth/Lincoln 

9.3 

Kennedy/Academy/Tea  Garden 

7.7 

Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East 

7.0 

Kennedy /Kezar 

12.0 

King/Tea  Garden 

6.9 

King/Middle  Drive  East 

6.9 

Weekend  Traffic 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

11.7 

Fulton/Stanyan 

8.5 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

10.3 

King/Crossover 

13.4 

Lincoln/Nineteenth 

12.2 

Ninth/Lincoln 

8.7 

Kennedy /Academy/Tea  Garden 

7.7 

Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East 

7.0 

Kennedy  /Kezar 

12.0 

King/Tea  Garden 

6.9 

King/Middle  Drive  East 

6.9 

2015 

Existing  Plus   Existing  Plus  Cumulative 


Phase  I  Phase  II      Plus  Phase  II 


10.4  10.4  9.9 

7.9  7.9  7.6 

10.1  10.1  9.7 

11.1  11.1  10.3 

10.9  10.9  10.3 

8.5  8.5  8.1 

7.3  6.4  6.3 
6.7  6.7  6.5 

10.6  10.6  10.2 

6.6  6.3  6.2 

6.7  7.0  6.8 

10.3  10.3  9.8 

8.0  8.0  7.6 

9.4  9.4  8.9 
11.0  11.0  10.3 

10.7  10.7  10.1 

8.1  8.1  7.8 

6.7  6.3  6.2 

6.5  6.5  6.3 

9.8  9.8  9.3 

6.6  6.3  6.6 
6.6  6.8  6.6 


Source:    EIP  Associates,  2002. 
Notes: 

'    National  1-hour  standard  is  35.0  parts  per  million.  State  1-hour  standard  is  20.0  parts  per  million. 
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TABLE  25 

8-HOUR  LOCALIZED  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS 

CO  Concentrations  in  Parts  per  Million1  at  50  Feet 


Intersection 


Weekday  Traffic 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

Fulton/Stanyan 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

King/Crossover 

Lincoln/Nineteenth 

Ninth/Lincoln 

Kennedy /Academy/Tea  Garden 
Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East 
Kennedy /Kezar 
King/Tea  Garden 
King/Middle  Drive  East 
Weekend  Traffic 
Park  Presidio/Fulton 
Fulton/Stanyan 
Kennedy/Stanyan 
King/Crossover 
Lincoln/Nineteenth 
Ninth/Lincoln 

Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden 
Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East 
Kennedy  /Kezar 
King/Tea  Garden 
King/Middle  Drive  East 


Existing 

8.2 
5.9 
7.9 
9.4 
8.7 
6.5 
5.4 
4.9 
8.4 
4.8 
4.9 

8.2 
6.0 
7.2 
9.4 
8.5 
6.1 
5.4 
4.9 
8.4 
4.8 
4.9 


Existing  Plus    Existing  Plus 
Phase  I  Phase  II 


7.3 
5.5 
7.1 
7.7 
7.6 
5.9 
5.1 
4.7 
7.4 
4.6 
4.7 

7.2 
5.6 
6.6 
7.7 
7.5 
5.6 
4.7 
4.5 
6.8 
4.6 
4.7 


7.3 
5.5 
7.1 
7.7 
7.6 
5.9 
4.5 
4.7 
7.4 
4.4 
4.9 

7.2 
5.6 
6.6 
7.7 
7.5 
5.6 
4.4 
4.5 
6.8 
4.4 
4.8 


2015 
Cumulative 
Plus  Phase  II 

6.9 
5.3 
6.8 
7.2 
7.2 
5.7 
4.4 
4.6 
7.1 
4.3 
4.7 

6.9 
5.4 
6.2 
7.2 
7.1 
5.5 
4.3 
4.4 
6.5 
4.7 
4.6 


Source:  EIP  Associates,  2002. 
Notes: 

1   National  8-hour  standard  is  9.5  parts  per  million.  State  8-hour  standard  is  9. 1  parts  per  million. 
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localized  concentrations  of  CO  near  the  roadways  in  the  study  area  would  not  exceed  adopted 
standards,  there  would  be  much  fewer  vehicles  operating  within  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility  than  on  the  roadways,  the  ventilation  structures  would  be  10  feet  high  and  the 
ventilation  structures  would  be  located  away  from  where  people  would  congregate  for  long 
periods  of  time. 

Ozone  would  be  the  pollutant  that  could  potentially  adversely  affect  nearby  vegetation.  Ozone 
would  not  be  emitted  from  the  ventilation  structures  in  any  discernable  amounts.  As  discussed 
previously,  ozone  is  formed  when  ROG  and  NOx,  both  byproducts  of  internal  combustion 
engine  exhaust,  undergo  slow  photochemical  reactions  in  the  presence  of  sunlight.  This 
generally  occurs  in  the  upper  atmosphere  at  substantial  distances  from  the  source  of  the 
pollutants.  Therefore,  the  emissions  of  ROG  and  NOx  from  these  structures  would  be  similar 
to  the  existing  parking  spaces  and  roadways  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  would  not 
adversely  affect  the  surrounding  vegetation. 

Phase  II  -  Underground  Through  Street 

Construction 

Construction  activities  and  emissions  occurring  under  Phase  II  would  be  similar  to  Phase  I 
and,  based  on  the  recommendations  of  the  BAAQMD,  not  considered  significant  with  the 
implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  discussed  previously. 

Operations 

As  with  Phase  I,  the  primary  air  quality  effect  of  the  underground  street  and  tunnel  would  be 
the  resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized  concentrations  of 
air  pollutants.  Tables  24  and  25  shows  the  future  CO  concentrations  at  the  study  intersections 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  following  the  completion  of  Phase  II.  As  shown,  future  CO 
concentrations  near  these  intersections  would  not  exceed  the  national  35.0  ppm  and  State  20.0 
ppm  1-hour  ambient  air  quality  standards  or  the  national  9.5  ppm  and  State  9.1  ppm  8-hour 
ambient  air  quality  standards  when  Phase  II  is  completed.  Therefore,  sensitive  receptors 
located  in  close  proximity  to  these  intersections  would  not  be  exposed  to  substantial  pollutant 
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concentrations,  and  the  potential  impacts  of  the  overall  Underground  Parking  Facility  and 
surface  improvements  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Other  Proposition  J  Projects 

The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  would  provide  vehicular  shuttle  service  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park 
using  existing  roadways.  This  is  expected  to  result  in  a  slight  reduction  of  vehicular  traffic  in 
the  Park.  It  would  also  result  in  a  corresponding  reduction  in  vehicular  traffic  generated 
emissions.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial  air  quality  effect  of  Proposition  J. 

Traffic  Calming 

Proposed  traffic  calming  measures  would  consist  of  changes  in  pathway  widths  and  other 
changes  to  existing  circulation  routes,  signage,  and  other  measures  that  would  slow  or  reduce 
traffic  throughout  the  Park.  These  proposed  measures,  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Concourse  Authority  Projects,  are  consistent  with  traffic  control  measures  adopted  in  the  2000 
Clean  Air  Plan  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  emissions.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial  air  quality 
effect. 

Parking  Management 

As  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  Parking  Management  would 
include  timed  parking  and  other  improvements  identified  to  limit  commuter  parking  and 
provide  safe  and  reliable  parking  for  recreational  users.  This  would  reduce  the  amount  of  time 
that  visitors  would  otherwise  need  to  drive  around  before  they  are  able  to  find  a  place  to  park 
and,  therefore,  reduce  the  emissions  generated  by  these  vehicles.  This  is  considered  a 
beneficial  air  quality  effect. 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  would  be  consistent  with  those  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The 
improvements  would  include  repair  and  maintenance  of  existing  paths,  improved  signage  to 
identify  bicycle  and  pedestrian  paths,  and  construction  of  new  dedicated  circulation  routes  for 
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bicycle  and  pedestrian  use.  These  improvements  would  promote  the  use  of  non-motorized, 
non-polluting  means  of  accessing  and  enjoying  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole.  They  are  also 
consistent  with  bicycle  access  and  pedestrian  travel  measures  adopted  in  the  2000  Clean  Air 
Plan  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  emissions. 

Road  Closures 

Future  road  closures  in  Golden  Gate  Park  would  occur  on  existing  roadways  and  would  be 
intended  to  reduce  vehicular  traffic  in  the  Park.  They  would  also  result  in  a  corresponding 
reduction  is  vehicular  traffic  generated  emissions.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial  air  quality 
effect. 

MUNI  Service  Improvements 

MUNI  service  improvements  are  intended  to  improve  transit  service  to  the  Park.  They  would 
also  reduce  the  number  of  private  motor  vehicles  that  would  otherwise  be  used  to  travel  to  and 
from  the  Park  and  their  associated  emissions.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial  air  quality  effect 
of  Proposition  J. 

Cultural  Shuttle 

A  Cultural  Shuttle,  as  identified  in  Proposition  J,  would  provide  a  transit  link  between  cultural 
institutions  and  facilities  outside  Golden  Gate  Park  with  those  inside  the  Park.  Planning  for 
this  shuttle  is  in  preliminary  stages  and  may  require  additional  review  to  assess  potential 
environmental  impacts.  However,  the  Cultural  Shuttle  would  use  zero-emissions  vehicles  with 
approximately  20-  to  35-passenger  capacity.  This  would  not  only  not  generate  any  new 
emissions,  it  would  also  reduce  the  number  of  private  motor  vehicles  that  would  otherwise  be 
used  to  travel  to  and  from  the  Park  and  their  associated  emissions.  This  is  a  beneficial  air 
quality  effect. 

CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 

The  BAAQMD  neither  recommends  quantified  analyses  of  cumulative  construction  emissions 
nor  provides  thresholds  of  significance  that  should  be  used  to  assess  cumulative  construction 
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impacts.  As  discussed  previously,  construction  activities  are  an  existing  source  of  emissions 
within  the  Bay  Area.  Construction  equipment  operates  at  one  site  for  a  short-term  basis  and, 
when  finished,  then  moves  on  to  a  new  construction  site.  The  same  situation  occurs  for  the 
construction  employees  who  make  a  living  going  from  one  site  to  another  doing  similar 
construction  work.  Because  all  of  the  appropriate  and  feasible  construction-related  measures 
recommended  by  the  BAAQMD  would  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  standard  City 
practice,  the  contribution  of  construction  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would 
not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 

With  regard  to  operational  emissions,  the  BAAQMD  recommends  several  methodologies  to 
determine  the  cumulative  impacts  of  individual  projects.  For  any  project  -  such  as  the 
proposed  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  as  presented  above,  -  that  does  not  have 
significant  operational  air  quality  impacts,  the  determination  of  significant  cumulative  impact 
would  be  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  consistency  of  the  project  with  the  local  general  plan 
and  of  the  general  plan  with  the  current  Clean  Air  Plan. 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  includes  the  Air  Quality  Element.  This  element  is  consistent 
with  the  2000  Clean  Air  Plan.  The  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  land  use 
designations  for  Golden  Gate  Park  and  is  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
As  discussed  previously  in  this  section,  the  fugitive  dust  control  measures  that  would  be 
implemented  during  project  construction  are  consistent  with  Objective  3  of  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  Air  Quality  Element.  Several  of  the  other  Proposition  J  projects  discussed  in  this 
EIR  are  also  consistent  with  the  transportation  control  measures  adopted  in  the  2000  Clean  Air 
Plan  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  emissions.  For  these  reasons,  the  operational  characteristics  of 
the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects  (Phase  I  and  Phase  II)  would  not 
cause  a  cumulatively  considerable  increase  in  regional  air  pollutants. 

Localized  concentrations  of  CO  would  change  as  a  result  of  cumulative  growth  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Tables  24  and  25  show  the  future  CO  concentrations  at  the  study  intersections  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site  in  2015  with  cumulative  development  that  includes  the  Golden  Gate 
Concourse  Authority  Projects.  As  shown,  future  CO  concentrations  near  these  intersections 
would  not  exceed  the  national  35.0  ppm  and  State  20.0  ppm  1-hour  ambient  air  quality 
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standards  or  the  national  9.5  ppm  and  State  9.1  ppm  8-hour  ambient  air  quality  standards. 
Therefore,  sensitive  receptors  located  in  close  proximity  to  these  intersections  would  not  be 
exposed  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations,  and  the  impact  of  cumulative  development 
would  not  be  significant. 


NOTES  —  Air  Quality 

1  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  have  been  established  for  criteria  pollutants,  named  for  the 
"criteria"  documents  that  justified  their  regulation. 

2  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department,  Air  Quality  -  An  Element  of  the  General  Plan  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  July  1997. 

3  BAAQMD,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April 
1996,  Revised  December  1999,  Appendix  D. 
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G.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

A  project  may  foster  spatial,  economic,  or  population  growth  in  a  geographic  area  and  would 
be  considered  growth  inducing  if  it  meets  any  one  of  the  following  criteria:  removal  of  an 
impediment  to  growth;  economic  expansion  or  growth;  establishment  of  a  precedent  setting 
action,  innovation,  or  change;  or  development  of  or  encroachment  on  an  isolated  area  of  open 
space. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  development  of  an  Underground  Parking  Facility. 
Employment  at  the  site  would  increase  to  about  three  staff  members  during  daily  operations. 
Open  space  and  pedestrian  improvements  would  also  be  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 
Lastly,  transportation  and  circulation  improvements  would  occur  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  itself  would  replace  existing  surface  parking  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  by  a  one-to-one  ratio.  The  project  would,  therefore,  not  create  any  additional 
parking  overall.  The  project  would  reorganize  the  location  of  parking.  The  Music  Concourse 
itself  would  continue  to  function  in  a  recreational  and  open  space  capacity. 

Changes  are  not  anticipated  to  significantly  intensify  use  of  the  various  buildings  in  the  area 
beyond  that  which  currently  exists  for  the  adjacent  institutions.  These  changes  would  not  be 
expected  to  result  in  economic  expansion  or  growth  or  encroachment  upon  undeveloped  open 
space. 

Transportation  improvements  including  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  other  circulation 
changes  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  would  provide  alternate  means  of  access  for  existing 
traffic  within  and  through  the  Park.  Transportation  elements  would  not  disrupt  the  physical 
arrangement  of  existing  transportation  routes  and  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  overall 
use  of  transportation  routes.  Since  a  roadway  network  adjacent  to  and  near  the  site  already 
exists  and  no  new  roadways  external  to  the  Park  are  proposed,  transportation  and  circulation 
changes  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  the  removal  of  an  impediment  to  growth. 

Employment  growth  would  be  minimal  and  it  would  not  be  reflected  directly  in  increased 
demand  for  housing  and  City  services  to  residents,  as  new  jobs  could  be  filled  by  individuals 
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who  already  live  and  work  in  the  City;  who  live  in  the  City  but  previously  either  did  not  work, 
or  worked  outside  the  City;  who  live  in  surrounding  communities;  or  by  those  unable  to  afford 
or  locate  housing  in  the  City.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  an  expansion  of  the 
municipal  infrastructure  due  to  development  and  increased  employment  in  the  area. 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  Concourse  surface  improvements,  Underground 
Through  Street,  and  traffic  and  transportation  improvements  throughout  the  Park,  and  other 
Proposition  J  projects  would  be  consistent  with  the  current  uses  and  land  use  plans  for  the 
Park,  and  would  not  result  in  a  precedent  setting  action. 

Because  none  of  the  four  growth  inducing  criteria  are  met  by  the  project,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  be  considered  growth  inducing. 
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In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  project.  Some  of  these  measures  have 
been,  or  would  be,  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  and,  therefore,  are  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project;  some  are  under  consideration.  Implementation  of  some  measures  may  be  the 
responsibility  of  public  agencies. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below.  Measures  from  the  Initial  Study 
(see  Appendix  A,  p.  A.  1)  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  are  indicated  with  an  asterisk  (*)  and 
follow  mitigation  measures  of  topics  discussed  in  the  EIR.  Mitigation  measures  identified  in 
this  EIR  and  in  the  Initial  Study  would  be  required  by  decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project 
approval  unless  they  are  demonstrated  to  be  infeasible  based  on  substantial  evidence  in  the 
record.  Some  measures  included  in  this  section  are  Improvement  Measures  that  would  reduce 
adverse  effects  of  the  project  which  would  not  otherwise  be  significant  impacts. 

A.  TRANSPORTATION 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  Project  Sponsor  would  work  with  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT), 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  Department  of  Public  Works,  and/or  the  Planning 
Department  to  implement  the  following  measures. 

Phase  I 

1.       Under  the  Baseline  plus  Phase  I,  Parking  Variants  1  and  2  scenario,  the  proposed 

project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  the  Fulton/Eighth  intersection  during  the 
weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  of  the  intersection  to 
provide  a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-through-right  lane  into  a  through- 
right  lane).  Restriping  of  the  northbound  approach  would  require  the  elimination  of 
on-street  parking  along  the  both  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Eighth  Avenue  between 
Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations 
would  improve  to  LOS  C. 
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This  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with 
signalization. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 
Surface  Circulation 


2.       The  following  Improvement  Measures  would  improve  vehicular  circulation  in  and 
around  the  Music  Concourse  area  to  account  for  the  effects  associated  with  Phase  I: 

a.  Redirect  and  re-sign  the  access  from  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  Golden  Gate 
Park  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Separate  directions  could  be 
provided  for  access  to  the  garage  (Tenth  Avenue)  and  the  Park  (Eighth 
Avenue). 

b.  With  Phase  I,  possibly  reroute  inbound  traffic  from  Park  Presidio  Boulevard 
away  from  Tenth  and  Eighth  Avenues.  For  instance,  vehicles  could  be  directed 
to  turn  right  at  Cabrillo  Street,  turn  left  to  Fourteenth  Avenue,  and  turn  left  to 
Fulton  Street.  In  conjunction,  explore  the  feasibility  of  creating  a  left-turn 
pocket  from  southbound  Park  Presidio  to  eastbound  Fulton  Street,  and  a  left- 
turn  pocket  from  westbound  Fulton  Street  to  southbound  Crossover  Drive  to 
improve  access  between  the  garage  and  Park  Presidio/Crossover 
Drive/Nineteenth  Avenue. 

c.  With  Phase  II,  reconfigure  the  intersection  of  Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden  to 
physically  restrict  access  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy /Tea  Garden 
Drives,  except  for  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  only. 

d.  With  Phase  II,  redirect  and  re-sign  access  from  north  of  the  Park  (Eighth 
Avenue)  and  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  via  the  Underground 
Through  Street. 

e.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of 
service  at  the  lO^/Fulton  intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during  peak 
hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review  the  results  of  the  monitoring 
program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  lO^/Fulton 
southbound  approach  into  the  garage  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the 
implementation  of  the  project,  then  the  Concourse  Authority  should  work  with 
the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes  to  the  10th  Avenue 
approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting 
southbound  left  turns  onto  Fulton  Street.    Final  authority  for  assessing  whether 
any  specific  treatment  is  needed  rests  with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority 
would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and  contribute  its  fair  share  to  any 
improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 
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f.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  ("DPT")  should  monitor  the  level  of 
service  at  the  ^/Irving  intersection  after  completion  of  the  garage  during  peak 
hours.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  review  the  results  of  the  monitoring 
program  with  DPT.  If  DPT  determines  that  the  level  of  queuing  or  other 
conditions  have  appreciably  impaired  the  free  flow  of  traffic  at  the  ^/Irving 
northbound  approach  into  Golden  Gate  Park  compared  to  conditions  prior  to  the 
implementation  of  the  project,  then  the  Concourse  Authority  should  work  with 
the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  implement  changes  to  the  9th  Avenue 
approach.  Such  changes  might  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  prohibiting 
northbound  left  turns  onto  Irving  Street.    Final  authority  for  assessing  whether 
any  specific  treatment  is  needed  rests  with  DPT.  The  Concourse  Authority 
would  fund  the  DPT  monitoring  program  and  contribute  its  fair  share  to  any 
improvement  costs  through  funds  that  are  available  for  such  purposes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J. 

g.  Prior  to  initiating  construction  of  the  underground  garage,  the  Concourse 
Authority  will  create  a  citizen's  advisory  committee,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  representatives  from  one  neighborhood  association  representing  a 
neighborhood  on  the  north  side  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park;  one  neighborhood 
association  representing  a  neighborhood  on  the  south  side  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Park;  a  business  owners  organization;  an  organization  whose  primary  focus  is 
recreational  use  of  the  Park;  a  City-wide  civic  organization;  a  citizen  to 
represent  the  tree  interests,  an  environmental  group  whose  primary  focus  is 
traffic,  transit,  or  pedestrian  conditions;  and  a  citizen-at-large.  This  advisory 
committee  would  consider  traffic,  parking,  transit  and  pedestrian  conditions 
related  to  the  proposed  garage  during  its  construction  and  after  it  is  operational. 
If  the  advisory  committee  finds  effects  from  the  garage  have  substantially 
impaired  the  abovementioned  conditions,  the  advisory  committee  would 
formulate  improvement  measures  that  would  be  presented  to  the  Concourse 
Authority  for  its  consideration.  Per  Proposition  J,  the  Concourse  Authority  is 
mandated  to  work  with  appropriate  City  departments  and  commissions  to 
implement  improvements  such  as  intra-park  shuttles,  "traffic  calming"  strategies 
and  neighborhood  sensitive  policies,  through  funds  dedicated  to  these 
improvements,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Proposition  J 

2. 1      The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  would  work  with  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  with  community  groups  to  review  traffic  conditions  with 
implementation  of  Phase  I  and  the  TIP,  to  identify  traffic  calming  or  other 
improvements  for  traffic  circulation  and  pedestrian  conditions  on  streets  near  the  Park. 

Garage  Operations 

3.       The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  operations  of  the  Phase  I  parking 
facility: 
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a.       Install  variable  electronic  signage  at  the  entrances  to  provide  information 
regarding  the  availability  of  parking  within  each  level  and  each  side  of  the 
facility  and  whether  the  parking  is  fully  occupied.  Provide  signage  along  Fulton 
Street  (for  traffic  in  the  eastbound,  westbound,  and  southbound  directions)  and 
Academy  Drive  to  notify  potential  parkers  of  the  current  garage  occupancy. 
These  signs  would  be  operated  by  garage  staff,  and  would  include  video 
cameras  to  monitor  the  queuing  situation  at  the  garage  entrances. 
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b.       Coordinate  with  institutions  holding  special  events  so  that  special  staffing 

arrangements  and  changes  to  the  vehicular  circulation  would  occur;  and  station 
parking  control  officers  at  the  intersection  of  King/ Academy  to  direct  and 
control  exiting  traffic  (to  ensure  that  vehicles  do  not  block  northbound  Academy 
Drive  traffic)  after  special  events. 

Parking 

4.  The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  parking  conditions  to  account  for 
the  effects  associated  with  Phase  I: 

a.       Install  signage  throughout  the  Park  and  the  major  access  roadways  directing 
vehicles  to  the  parking  facility  and  coordinate  with  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences,  de Young  Museum  and  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  staff  to  include 
directions,  hours  of  operation  and  parking  rates  on  the  institutions'  telephone 
system,  web  site  and  other  informational  material.  New  signage  would  be 
designed  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  to  respect  the 
historic  landscape  design,  and  meet  applicable  requirements  for  vehicle  signage. 

Transit 

5.  The  following  improvement  measures  would  improve  transit  operations  to  account  for 
the  effects  associated  with  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Install  the  relocated  Muni  bus  stops  at  1  l^/Fulton  and  a  new  traffic  signal  with 
pedestrian  actuation  and  new  crosswalks  at  1  l^/Fulton.  This  signal  would  be 
interconnected  with  the  signal  at  Tenth/Fulton  to  minimize  delays  to  vehicles  on 
Fulton  Street. 

b.  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  to  provide 
a  left-turn  pocket.  Although  this  measure  was  listed  as  a  mitigation  measure  for 
traffic  impacts  under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I  conditions,  it  could  be 
performed  separately  to  improve  bus  operations  along  Eighth  Avenue. 

c.  Eliminate  on-street  parking  along  King  Drive  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
conflicts  between  parking  vehicles  and  buses.  These  spaces  could  be  included 
as  part  of  the  800  surface  parking  spaces  to  be  eliminated  with  the  construction 
of  the  garage. 

d.  Develop  measures  to  improve  bus  operations  along  King  Drive,  including  the 
provision  of  a  reversible  transit-only  lane  on  King  Drive.  Muni  has  expressed 
interest  in  improving  transit  operations  along  King  Drive  to  improve  existing 
conditions,  primarily  delays  to  buses  in  the  southbound  direction.  Additional 
analyses  may  need  to  be  performed  along  King  Drive  to  determine  if  changes  to 
the  roadway  configuration  would  be  possible. 
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e.        Develop  signage  program  for  regional  transit  and  MUNI  transfer  locations 

indicating  which  transit  lines  serve  Golden  Gate  Park.  These  would  include  the 
Transbay  Terminal,  BART  stations,  Transbay  Terminal  and  Stonestown  to 
indicate  that  the  44-O'Shaughnessey  (or  renamed  44-Golden  Gate  Park)  and  the 
N-Judah  provide  transit  access  to  Golden  Gate  Park. 
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Pedestrians 

6.  Phase  I: 

a.  With  Phase  I,  install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T  WALK 
and  countdown  indicators)  at  Fulton/Eighth  and  Fulton/Tenth  to  improve 
pedestrian  crossing  of  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue,  respectively. 
Pedestrian  crossing  signals  are  already  provided  at  these  intersections  for 
crossing  Fulton  Street. 

b.  The  pedestrian  signals  would  help  facilitate  pedestrian  movements  at  these 
locations.  Install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T  WALK  and 
countdown  indicators)  at  Lincoln/Ninth  to  improve  pedestrian  crossing  of 
Lincoln  Way  and  Ninth  Avenue;  establish  crosswalks  at  all  new  intersections 
created  (or  intersections  substantially  reconfigured)  with  the  proposed  project; 
and  reconstruct  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  to  tighten  the  radius  at  the 
corners  to  reduce  distance  for  pedestrians  to  cross  intersection  and  to  reduce  the 
travel  speed  of  vehicles. 

Bicycles 

7.  With  Phase  I,  provide  a  bicycle  lane  or  wide  curb  lane  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  as  part  of  the  Music  Concourse  surface  improvements. 

Loading 

8.  With  Phase  II,  redirect  and  re-sign  access  from  north  of  the  Park  (Eighth  Avenue)  and 
Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  via  the  Underground  Through  Street. 
Coordinate  with  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  de Young  Museum  and  Hagiwara 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  staff  to  reroute  delivery/service  vehicles  and  tour/school  buses  to 
account  for  the  closure  of  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy /Tea 
Garden  Drives 

Construction 

9.  With  Phase  I  and  Phase  II,  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
traffic  congestion,  including  transit  disruption  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during 
construction  of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  the  project  sponsor  would  need  to 
develop  detailed  construction  detour  plans  to  redirect  vehicular,  transit,  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  traffic  when  Kennedy  Drive  is  closed  and  when  Academy  and  Tea  Garden 
Drives  are  closed.  It  may  be  possible  to  construct  a  single-lane  bridge  (using  steel 
plates)  to  mitigate  circulation  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  closure  of 
Kennedy  Drive. 

The  temporary  parking  demand  by  construction  workers  could  be  met  within  the  on- 
street  parking  in  the  Park,  especially  to  the  area  west  of  the  Music  Concourse  and 
would  not  affect  general  parking  conditions  in  the  adjacent  neighborhoods.  However, 
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if  time-limited  parking  is  implemented  prior  to  completion  of  the  parking  garage, 
construction  workers  would  need  to  park  on  King  Drive  west  of  Crossover  Drive  and 
west  of  Stow  Lake  on  Kennedy  Drive. 

Since  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  overlap  with  construction  of  the  New 
de Young  and  the  rehabilitation/reconstruction  of  the  CAS,  the  construction 
contractor(s)  for  each  project  would  need  to  coordinate  their  construction  schedules  and 
activities  to  avoid  conflicts.  In  addition,  it  may  be  possible  to  coordinate  deliveries  and 
hauling  between  the  projects  to  minimize  the  number  of  trucks  destined  to  and  from  the 
projects  site  each  day.  Furthermore,  it  may  be  possible  to  share  construction  worker 
parking  locations,  either  off-site  or  within  the  proposed  project  after  the  garages  are 
constructed. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  construction  contractor  for  each  phase  or  project  would  work 
with  the  various  City  departments  (including  Planning,  Muni,  DPT,  DPW,  Recreation 
and  Park,  and  the  Fire  Department)  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  to 
address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control,  pedestrian  walks,  transit  stop 
relocation,  and  restoration  and  repair  of  pavement,  landscaping,  traffic,  control  devices 
and  other  Park  features  due  to  construction  trucks  and  heavy  equipment  traffic 
movements. 

Mitigation  Measure  for  Year  2015  Cumulative  Conditions 

With  2015  Cumulative  with  Phase  I  conditions,  eight  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or 
F  during  either  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  or  Sunday  midday 
peak  hour.  Phase  II  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  at  one  additional  intersection  during 
the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the 
Project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  three 
of  the  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F: 

•  Fulton/Eighth  (with  Phase  I), 

•  Kennedy/Eighth  (with  Phase  I  and  with  Phase  II):  and 

•  King/Middle  Drive  East  (with  Phase  II).  At  the  other  intersections  that  would  operate 
at  LOS  E  or  F,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  2015 
Cumulative  conditions. 

Intersections  with  Significant  Project  Contributions 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  improve  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operations 
to  acceptable  conditions. 
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10.      Fulton/Eighth  (Phase  I  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  to  provide  a 
left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-through-right  lane  into  a  through-right  lane) 
and  create  a  westbound  left-turn  pocket.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  provision  of  the 
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northbound  left-turn  pocket  and  westbound  left-turn  pocket  would  require  the 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  on  Eighth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  (but  could  fit 
within  the  existing  street  right  of  way).  With  this  mitigation  measure,  the  intersection 
operations  would  improve  to  LOS  C.  With  these  changes,  the  intersection  would 
continue  to  operate  acceptably  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak 
hours. 

11.  Kennedy /Eighth  (Phase  I  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide 
a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-right  lane  into  a  right-turn  only  lane).  It 
should  be  noted  that  it  would  be  possible  to  create  this  southbound  left-turn  pocket  with 
the  proposed  northbound  left-turn  pocket  at  Fulton  Street  (see  above),  with  each  pocket 
about  100  feet  long.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  operations  at  the  worst  approach  at 
the  intersection  would  improve  to  LOS  E,  and  all  other  approaches  would  operate  at 
LOS  D  or  better.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate 
acceptably.  With  this  change,  the  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably 
during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour. 

12.  Kennedy/Eighth/Underground  Through  Street  (Phase  II  -  weekday  PM):  Signalize 
intersection.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  C. 
With  this  change,  the  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  Saturday  midday 
peak  hour. 

13.  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East  (Phase  II  -  weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound 
approach  to  provide  a  right-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  through-right  lane  into  a 
through-only  lane)  and  restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket 
(convert  the  existing  through-left  lane  into  a  through-only  lane).  The  provision  of  these 
turn  pockets  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking  along  both  northbound 
and  southbound  King  Drive.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  operations  at  the  worst 
approach  at  the  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E,  but  all  other 
approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably.  With  these  changes,  the  intersection  would  continue 
to  operate  acceptably  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours. 

Intersections  with  Less-than-Significant  Project  Contributions  for  which  Mitigation  Measures 
can  be  Developed 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  improve  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operations 
to  acceptable  conditions.  The  Project  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant 
contribution  to  cumulative  conditions  at  these  intersections: 

14.  Park  Presidio/Fulton  (Saturday  midday,  Sunday  midday):  Retime  the  intersection  signal 
to  increase  the  cycle  length  (from  85  to  90  seconds)  and  increase  the  proportion  of 
green  time  provided  to  Park  Presidio  Boulevard.  With  this  mitigation  measure,  the 
intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  D  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  peak  hours. 
However,  these  changes  would  not  improve  operations  in  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour 
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to  acceptable  conditions.  It  should  be  noted  that  signal  timing  changes  are  not  typically 
considered  mitigation  measures,  as  they  are  anticipated  to  occur  through  DPT's 
continuing  intersection  monitoring  program.  The  signal  at  this  intersection  is 
coordinated  with  the  other  signals  along  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  ensure  traffic  flow 
in  the  northbound  and  southbound  directions.  As  a  result,  a  signal  timing  analysis  may 
need  to  be  performed  for  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  to  determine  if  the  proposed  signal 
timing  changes  and  increase  in  cycle  length  would  be  feasible. 

15.  Fulton/Stanyan  (weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday):  Restripe  the 
southbound  approach  to  convert  the  right-turn  only  lane  to  a  through-right  lane, 
prohibit  eastbound  and  westbound  left-turns  during  Saturday  and  Sunday  midday 
periods  (similarly  to  what  already  occurs  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  period)  and 
retime  the  signal.1  The  restriping  of  the  southbound  approach  would  require  the 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  along  the  west  side  of  Stanyan  Street  south  of  the 
intersection.  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  left-turn  prohibition  would  be  in  effect 
seven  days  of  the  week  between  7:00  AM  and  7:00  PM.  With  this  measure,  the 
intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  D  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour, 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour. 

16.  Kennedy/Eighth  (weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left- 
turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  left-right  lane  into  a  right-turn  only  lane).  It  should 
be  noted  that  it  would  be  possible  to  create  this  southbound  left-turn  pocket  with  the 
proposed  northbound  left-turn  pocket  at  Fulton  Street  (see  above),  with  each  pocket 
about  100  feet  long.  With  this  measure,  operations  at  the  worst  approach  at  the 
intersection  would  improve  to  LOS  E,  and  all  other  approaches  would  operate 
acceptable.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably. 

B.  NOISE 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

17.  The  project  contractor  would  use  equipment  and  trucks  with  noise  control  (e.g., 
improved  exhaust  mufflers,  equipment  redesign,  use  of  intake  silencers,  ducts,  engine 
enclosures  and  acoustically  attenuating  shields  or  shrouds)  in  order  to  minimize 
construction  noise  impacts.  Before  project  construction,  all  construction  equipment 
(except  for  impact  tools,  pavement  breakers  and  jackhammers)  will  be  tested  to  ensure 
that  equipment  noise  does  not  exceed  an  average  level  of  80  dBA  at  100  feet. 

18.  The  project  contractor  would  prohibit  truck  and  heavy  equipment  operations  during  the 
nighttime  hours  (5:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  to  minimize  potential  disturbance  of  adjacent 
residents.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  weekend  construction  would  be  necessary;  however, 
there  may  be  special  conditions  that  may  require  occasional  weekend  construction. 
These  conditions  would  require  additional  review  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department. 
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19.      The  project  contractor  would  locate  stationary  construction  noise  sources,  such  as 

compressors,  as  far  from  adjacent  residences  as  possible.  If  it  were  necessary  to  locate 
equipment  near  existing  residences,  they  shall  be  enclosed  within  temporary  sheds. 
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20.  The  project  contractor  would  use  hydraulically  or  electrically  powered  impact  tools 
(e.g.,  jack  hammers,  pavement  breakers  and  rock  drills)  wherever  possible  to  avoid 
noise  associated  with  compressed  air  exhaust  from  pneumatically  powered  tools. 
However,  where  use  of  pneumatically  powered  tools  is  unavoidable,  an  exhaust  muffler 
on  the  compressed  air  exhaust  shall  be  used;  this  muffler  can  lower  noise  levels  from 
the  exhaust  by  up  to  about  10  dBA.  External  jackets  on  the  tools  themselves  shall  be 
used  where  feasible,  and  this  could  achieve  a  reduction  of  5  dBA. 

21.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  pre-drill  piling 
holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  would 
be  required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices.  If  pile  driving  is  required,  the  project  sponsor  would  also  require 
that  contractors  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  the  least  disturbance  to  neighbors. 

C.     AIR  QUALITY  /  CLIMATE 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

22.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  unpaved  areas  of  the  site 
with  water  during  excavation  and  construction  activities  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover 
stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or 
other  such  material;  sweep  paved  access  roads,  parking  areas,  staging  areas  and 
surrounding  streets  during  excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce 
particulate  emissions;  hydroseed  or  apply  non-toxic  soil  stabilizers  to  inactive 
construction  areas  and  exposed  stockpiles;  limit  traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  roads  to  15 
miles  per  hour;  install  sandbags  or  other  erosion  control  measures  to  prevent  silt  runoff 
to  public  roadways;  replant  vegetation  in  disturbed  areas  as  quickly  as  possible;  install 
wheel  washers  for  all  exiting  trucks  or  wash  off  the  tires  or  tracks  of  all  trucks  and 
equipment  leaving  the  construction  site;  install  windbreaks  at  the  windward  sides  of  the 
construction  areas;  and  suspend  excavation  and  grading  activities  when  wind 
(instantaneous  gusts)  exceeds  25  miles  per  hour. 

23.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor 
would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor(s) 
to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 
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D.     GEOLOGY  /  TOPOGRAPHY 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 


24.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractors  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation 
and  construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  the 
construction  contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and 
monitors  the  adjacent  buildings  including  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the 
geotechnical  engineer. 

25.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the 
soils  report  would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and 
adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of 
the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgement  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project 
sponsor  shall  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

26.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring 
systems  would  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are 
detected. 


E.     WATER  QUALITY 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 


27.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations 
of  the  geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation 
with  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
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Public  Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge 
to  the  combined  sewer  system. 


Case  No.  2001.91  IE  Final  EIR 

  201a   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IV.  Mitigation  Measures 


If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in 
a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary 
by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

28.      The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain 

sediment  traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

F.  HAZARDS 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 


29.  In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials 
and  soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  would 
enter  into  a  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health 
pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project 
sponsor  would  undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement. 

a.        Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site. 
It  would  list  current  and  past  uses  of  the  site,  review  environmental  agency 
databases  and  records,  report  site  reconnaissance  observations,  and  summarize 
potential  contamination  issues,  including  any  that  warrant  further  investigation. 
The  assessment  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or 
similarly  qualified  individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the 
project  site. 

If  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the  Phase  I  study,  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site.  It  would  involve  the 
collection  and  analysis  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  as  directed  by  the  site 
assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would  extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed  for 
excavation.  The  project  sponsor  would  conduct  a  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation  to  assess  the  potential  for  possible  fuel  releases  from  former 
underground  fuel  storage  tanks  and  ancillary  piping  and  dispensers  located  on 
site.  Soil  or  groundwater  samples,  or  both,  would  be  collected  throughout  the 
project  site  as  directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would 
extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed  for  excavation.  This  assessment  would  be 
completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  similarly  qualified 
individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the  project  site. 

If  the  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  assessments  result  in  earth-moving  activity  that 
requires  preparation  of  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan,  in  addition  to  measures 
that  protect  on-site  workers,  the  plan  would  include  measures  to  minimize 
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public  exposure  to  contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include  dust 
control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of 
warning  signs,  and  would  apply  from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the 
completion  of  earthwork  construction. 

b.  Prior  to  any  excavation  at  the  project  site,  a  Phase  I  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  would  be  conducted  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous 
environmental  conditions.  The  Phase  I  and  any  further  investigation  or 
remediation,  if  recommended,  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual. 

c.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure 
would  be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any 
hazardous  materials  have  been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and 
groundwater  analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate, 
the  project  sponsor  would  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies 
identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the 
mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The  report  would  describe  the  steps 
taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying 
documentation.  The  report  would  be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental 
Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all  necessary 
mitigation  measures  have  been  implemented. 

d.  All  engineering  and  geological  work  would  be  conducted  in  conformance  with 
applicable  state  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  Business  and  Professions  Code 
sections  6735  and  7835,  and  in  compliance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 
Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.5  for  generation,  storage,  handling  and 
transportation  of  hazardous  wastes. 

G.     CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

30.      Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  would  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archaeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology. 
The  archaeological  consultant  would  undertake  an  archaeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  would  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
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measure.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  prepare  an  archaeological  research 
design  (ARD)  that  would  include  an  historical  context,  an  assessment  of  research 
potential  in  terms  of  research  questions,  and  an  evaluation  of  the  significance  as  an 
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historical  resource  (CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c))  of  the  expected 
archaeological  resources.  The  archaeological  consultant's  work  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  ERO.  All  plans  and  reports  to  be 
prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  would  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to 
the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  would  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data 
recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  project  construction 
activities  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the 
suspension  of  project  activities  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a 
suspension  is  necessary  and  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than 
significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archaeological  resource  as  defined  in 
CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archaeological  Testing  Program.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  prepare  and 
submit  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archaeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
archaeological  testing  program  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
ATP.  The  ATP  would  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archaeological 
resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
testing  method  to  be  used,  and  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the 
archaeological  testing  program  would  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence 
or  absence  of  archaeological  resources,  to  identify  any  archaeological  resources  found, 
and  to  evaluate  the  significance  of  any  archaeological  resources  found  as  an  historical 
resource. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeological  consultant 
would  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the 
archaeological  testing  program  the  archaeological  consultant  finds  that  significant 
archaeological  resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the 
archaeological  consultant  would  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted. 
Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include  additional  archaeological  testing, 
archaeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archaeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the 
ERO  determines  that  a  significant  archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project 
sponsor  either: 

a.  the  proposed  project  would  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on 
the  significant  archaeological  resource;  or 

b.  data  recovery  program  would  be  implemented. 

Archaeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the 
archaeological  consultant  determines  that  an  archaeological  monitoring  program  would 
be  implemented,  the  archaeological  monitoring  program  would  minimally  include  the 
following  provisions: 
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•  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant  would  determine 
what  project  activities  shall  be  archaeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any 
soils-disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation, 
grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles  (foundation, 
shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  would  require  archaeological  monitoring 
because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and 
to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archaeological  consultant  would  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify 
the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the 
event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archaeological  resource; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor(s)  would  be  present  on  the  project  site  until  the 
ERO  has,  in  consultation  with  project  archaeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archaeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor  would  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil 
samples  and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archaeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  would  cease.  The  archaeological  monitor  would  be 
empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  resource  is  evaluated.  If 
in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archaeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an 
archaeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  would  be  terminated  until  an 
appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the 
ERO.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the 
encountered  archaeological  deposit.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  make 
a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the 
encountered  archaeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment 
to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archaeological  resources  were  encountered,  the 
archaeological  consultant  would  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the 
monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archaeological  data  recovery  program 
would  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  would  meet  and  consult  on  the 
scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archaeological 
consultant  would  submit  the  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  would  identify 
how  the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archaeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what 
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data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes 
would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be 
limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  would  not  be  applied  to  portions 
of  the  archaeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  would  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archaeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archaeological  resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally 
damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation 
of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of 
appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the 
curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during 
any  soils  disturbing  activity  would  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws. 
This  would  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains 
are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  would  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD) 
(Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and 
MLD  would  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of, 
with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into 
consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  archaeological  consultant  would  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  evaluating  the 
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historical  importance  of  the  archaeological  resource  and  describing  the  archaeological 
and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archaeological  testing/monitoring/data 
recovery  program(s).  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archaeological  resource 
would  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  would  be  distributed  as  follows:  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (number  of  copies  as  required  by  SFRA); 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (1  copy)  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (1  copy).  The  Major 
Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  would  receive  three 
copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR 
523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest 
in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final 
report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

31.  Historic  Resources 

Impacts  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell  resulting  from  Phase  II  reduce  by  observing  all  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  The  location  and  siting  of 
the  Kennedy  Drive  vehicular  ramp  could  be  reconsidered  with  a  greater  effort  to  retain 
and  preserve  the  historic  features  and  character  of  the  historic  resource.  Design 
considerations  should  maintain  the  exclusive  pedestrian  character  of  the  Rhododendron 
Dell.  A  landscape  plan  should  coordinate  efforts  to  rehabilitate  Park  vegetation 
damaged  by  the  construction  and  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 
The  landscape  plan  would  be  based  on  records  of  past  and  current  conditions  in  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  including  photographic  documentation  prior  to  any  new 
construction.  Measures  should  also  be  taken  to  protect  existing  planting  beds  and 
ornamental  trees.  This  measure  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  a  significant  adverse 
impact  to  historic  resources  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

32.  Prior  to  any  removal  or  demolition  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  GGPCA  shall  prepare  photographic  documentation 
of  the  existing  Music  Concourse.  Copies  of  the  photographic  documentation  and  would 
be  submitted  to  the  following  repositories:  The  History  Room  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library. 

33.  The  Concourse  Authority  shall  work  cooperatively  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  to  actively  preserve  and  protect,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  existing 
mature  elm  trees,  sycamore  trees,  and  any  other  significant  trees  currently  existing  in 
the  Concourse  Bowl. 


NOTES  —  Mitigation  Measures 

1      It  should  be  noted  that  these  changes  have  been  discussed  with  DPT,  and  their  preliminary  assessment  has  found  them  to 
be  feasible. 
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V.    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT 

CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS 
IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21100  (b)(2)(A)  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  and  Section  15126.2(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  this  chapter  identifies 
significant  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by 
implementing  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project  or  by  other  mitigation 
measures  that  could  be  implemented,  identified  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures.  This 
chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  as  part  of 
the  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  If  necessary,  this  chapter  will  be  revised  in  the  Final  EIR 
to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Planning  Commission. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  implementation  of  Phase  II, 
the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  result  in  a  significant  environmental  effect  on 
historical  resources  that  could  only  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by  selection  of  an  alternative 
project  design,  size,  or  location  of  the  Underground  Through  Street:  Phase  II  would  remove 
landscape  and  windbreak  vegetation  and  would  have  an  unavoidable  significant  effect  on  the 
historic  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  an  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  considered 
individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 

Year  2015  cumulative  conditions  at  Park  Presidio/Fulton,  Kennedy /Stanyan,  King/Crossover, 
and  Lincoln/l^  would  result  in  intersection  Levels  of  Service  E  or  F,  a  significant  adverse 
cumulative  effect.  No  mitigation  measures  that  would  avoid  those  unacceptable  Levels  of 
Service  have  been  identified.  However,  traffic  conditions  resulting  from  the  proposed  project, 
Phase  I  or  Phase  II  would  not  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  this  significant  unavoidable 
impact. 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  alternatives.  The  project  decision-makers  could  approve  an 
alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project,  if  that  alternative  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
significant  impacts  of  the  project,  and  would  feasibly  attain  the  proposed  project  objectives. 
The  determination  of  feasibility  will  be  made  by  project  decision-makers  on  the  basis  of 
substantial  evidence  in  the  record,  which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information 
presented  in  the  EIR  and  in  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  the  EIR  identifies  significant  environmental  effects  on  historical 
resources  that  could  only  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by  selection  of  an  alternative  design,  size, 
or  location.  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  have  an  unavoidable  significant 
effect  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  an  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  considered  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources.  Chapter  V  also  identifies  significant  adverse 
impacts  on  intersection  conditions  at  Fulton/Eighth  (Phase  I,  weekday  PM)  and 
Kennedy/Eighth/  Underground  Through  Street  (Phase  II,  weekday  PM).  These  effects  could 
be  avoided  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV.  Year  2015  cumulative 
conditions  at  Park  Presidio/Fulton,  Kennedy /Stanyan,  King/Crossover,  and  Lincoln/ 19th  could 
not  be  avoided.  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  traffic  would  not  be  a  considerable  contribution  to  the 
significant  unavoidable  impact  at  those  intersections. 

This  chapter  reviews  the  following  alternatives:  a  No-Project  Alternative;  a  Reduced 
Development  (No  Through  Road)  Alternative;  two  Circulation  Alternatives  retaining  the 
through  road,  one  with  a  variation  of  the  entrances  and  roadway  alignment  and  one  which 
replaces  the  through  road  with  a  surface  road;  and  a  third  Circulation  Alternative  that  includes 
a  new  vehicular  tunnel,  traffic  loop,  and  entrance  for  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse 
vicinity. 


VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


A.     ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  entail  no  changes  in  Golden  Gate  Park;  Proposition  J 
projects  would  not  be  implemented.  The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the 
Underground  Through  Street  would  not  be  built.  Monuments,  architectural  features,  and 
landscaping  on  the  project  site  would  not  be  altered  or  relocated.  Middle  Drive  East,  John  F. 
Kennedy  Drive,  Academy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  Tenth  Avenue,  Eighth  Avenue  and 
Fulton  Street  would  not  be  altered.  The  Music  Concourse  would  continue  to  be  used  for 
surface  parking,  open  space,  seating,  and  pedestrian  pathways.    However,  some  traffic  and 
surface  improvements  examined  and  approved  under  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  would 
still  occur  on  the  site. 

IMPACTS 

If  the  No-Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would 
be  generally  as  described  in  the  environmental  setting  sections  of  Chapter  III.  Excavation  and 
construction  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Underground  Through  Street  would  not 
occur  and  the  topography  of  the  site  would  not  be  altered.  Circulation  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area  would  not  change  and  historic  monuments  and  vegetation  in  the  Rhododendron  Dell 
would  remain  in  their  current  locations.  Visual  and  land  use  conditions  would  stay  the  same. 

This  alternative  would  retain  the  Music  Concourse  in  its  present  condition  with  several 
changes.  Improvements  would  still  occur  based  on  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan 
including  restoration  of  existing  elements  in  the  Concourse  such  as  statues  and  monuments, 
paths  and  stairways,  fountains,  traffic  islands,  benches,  lighting,  flower,  turf  and  shrub  areas, 
replacement  of  trees,  and  more  appropriate  trash  receptacles.  Other  improvements  in  the  area 
would  include  instillation  of  a  Park  information  kiosk,  restoration  of  the  reflecting  pond 
adjacent  to  the  de Young  Museum,  road  closures,  traffic  calming,  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle, 
parking  management,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements,  improved  accessibility,  and 
evaluation  of  structural  stability  of  tunnels  and  subsequent  rehabilitation  where  necessary. 
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Thus,  even  if  the  project  did  not  proceed,  the  Music  Concourse  area  would  be  subject  to 
retrofit  and  accessibility  requirements. 

With  the  No  Project  Alternative,  traffic  and  circulation  changes  associated  with  the  New 
de Young  Museum  and  proposed  New  California  Academy  of  Sciences  would  still  occur  and 
would  be  as  described  in  Chapter  III,  p.  116-127,  with  Baseline  Conditions.  The  Baseline 
would  not  affect  overall  LOS  conditions,  though  average  delay  would  increase  at  most  of  the 
study  intersections.  Parking  occupancy  in  the  Park  and  adjacent  areas  would  increase  6%  to 
8%  from  existing  conditions. 

Future  transportation,  noise,  and  air  quality  conditions  described  as  conditions  with  cumulative 
growth  would  occur,  but  without  the  project  contribution.  (As  noted  in  Chapter  III,  project 
contributions  to  unavoidable  significant  cumulative  transportation  effects  at  four  intersections, 
and  to  cumulative  noise,  and  air  quality  effects  would  be  less  than  considerable.) 

B.      ALTERNATIVE  B:  PHASE  I  ONLY 

DESCRIPTION 

This  alternative  would  provide  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  only,  consistent  with  Phase  I 
of  the  proposed  project.  All  of  the  project  elements  would  be  consistent  with  Phase  I  of  the 
project  described  in  Chapter  II  of  the  EIR.  All  of  the  alternatives  that  include  Phase  I  of  the 
proposed  project  would  also  consider  the  variant  to  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  described 
in  Chapter  II.  Therefore,  these  alternatives  would  result  in  similar  impacts  to  those  associated 
with  the  variant  described  in  Chapter  III. 

IMPACTS 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  on  air  quality,  noise,  visual  quality,  transporta- 
tion, land  use,  and  historic  resources  that  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project  would.  In  general, 
each  new  element  of  this  alternative  conforms  to  the  Secretary's  Standards  and  would  not 
create  any  significant  impacts  to  historic  resources.  This  alternative  would  avoid  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell  because  the  alternative  would  not  develop  the 
Underground  Through  Street  and  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive,  which  would 
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result  in  excavation  of  certain  portions  of  the  windbreak  protecting  the  Dell,  an  area  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  considered  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources. 

This  alternative  would  still  create  significant  adverse  traffic  impacts  on  intersection  conditions 
at  Fulton/Eighth  Avenue  during  the  weekday  PM  peak-hour.  These  effects  could  be  avoided 
with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV.  Cumulative  impacts  would  be  similar  to 
those  with  the  proposed  project. 
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As  with  the  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  of  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not  create  local  CO 
emissions  in  excess  of  federal  or  state  standard.  In  addition,  the  alternative  would  not 
generate  emissions  reactive  organic  compounds  and  nitrogen  oxides  that  would  adversely 
contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  effects. 

Project  construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  temporarily  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  area,  but  would  be  reduced  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV, 
and  operational  and  cumulative  impacts  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts. 

C.     ALTERNATIVE  C:  PHASE  I  WITH  MUNI  AND  EMERGENCY 
VEHICLE  ACCESS 

DESCRIPTION 

This  alternative  would  provide  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  only,  consistent  with  Phase  I 
of  the  proposed  project.  With  this  alternative,  however,  through  access  would  be  eliminated 
between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse,  with  the  exception  of  access  for  MUNI  and 
emergency  vehicles  (see  Figure  25).  The  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  (Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive)  would  be  restricted  to  Muni  and 
emergency  vehicles  only.  Vehicular  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  for  pick-up  and 
drop-off,  buses  and  taxis  would  be  restricted  to  a  one-way  loop,  with  Academy  Drive 
(northbound)  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  (southbound)  connecting  to  King  Drive. 

IMPACTS 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  on  air  quality,  noise,  visual  quality,  land  use, 
and  historic  resources  that  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project  would.  In  general,  this  alternative 
would  conform  to  the  Secretary's  Standards  and  would  not  create  any  significant  impacts  to 
historic  resources.  This  alternative  would  eliminate  impacts  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell 
because  the  project  would  no  longer  involve  development  of  the  Underground  Through  Street 
and  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive,  which  would  result  in  excavation  of  certain 
portions  of  the  windbreak  protecting  the  Dell. 
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FIGURE  25:  ALTERNATIVE  C  -  PHASE  I  WITH  MUNI  AND  EMERGENCY  VEHICLE  ACCESS 

213 


VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


This  alternative  would  still  create  significant  adverse  traffic  impacts  on  intersection  conditions 
at  Fulton/Eighth  Avenue  during  the  weekday  PM.  These  effects  could  be  avoided  with 
mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV.  Cumulative  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those 
with  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  C  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impacts  at  the  Kennedy  Drive/Middle 
Drive  East  and  the  King  Drive/Middle  Drive  East  intersections.  The  following  mitigation 
measures  have  been  identified  to  avoid  impacts: 

•  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East  (weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  to 
provide  separate  right-turn  and  left-turn  lanes,  restripe  the  eastbound  approach  to 
provide  a  right-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  through-right  lane  into  a  through-only 
lane)  and  restripe  the  westbound  approach  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the 
existing  through-left  lane  into  a  through-only  lane).  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
restriping  of  the  three  approaches  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking 
along  both  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Middle  Drive  East  and  the  north  and  south  sides 
of  Kennedy  Drive.  With  this  measure,  operations  at  the  worst  approach  would 
improve  to  LOS  E,  but  all  other  approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better.  As  a 
result,  the  intersection  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably. 

•  King/Middle  Drive  East  (weekday  PM):  Restripe  the  northbound  approach  to  provide 
a  right-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  through-right  lane  into  a  through-only  lane) 
and  restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing 
through-left  lane  into  a  through-only  lane).  It  should  be  noted  that  the  provision  of 
these  turn  pockets  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking  along  both 
northbound  and  southbound  King  Drive.  With  this  measure,  operations  at  the  worst 
approach  at  the  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E,  but  all  other 
approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better.  As  a  result,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably. 

As  with  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not  create  local  CO  emissions  in  excess  of  federal 
or  state  standards;  the  alternative  would  not  generate  emissions  of  reactive  organic  compounds 
and  nitrogen  oxides  that  would  adversely  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  effects. 

Project  construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  temporarily  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  area,  but  would  be  reduced  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV, 
and  operational  and  cumulative  impacts  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts. 
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D.     ALTERNATIVE  D:  RAMP  UNDER  KENNEDY  DRIVE  TO 
UNDERGROUND  THROUGH  STREET 

DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  D  would  include  the  Parking  Facility  and  an  Underground  Through  Street  (see 
Figure  26).  The  through  street  would  include  a  ramp  at  Eighth  Avenue,  with  a  grade- 
separation  under  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive,  continuing  as  an  underground  street  to  a  Middle 
Drive  East  ramp.  The  through  street  would  not  connect  to  the  parking  facility.  The  Kennedy 
Drive  grade  separation  would  require  narrowing  of  Kennedy  Drive,  and  possibly  realigning  it 
to  the  south,  to  provide  adequate  grades  for  the  Eighth  Avenue  entry.  This  alternative  would 
change  circulation  conditions  at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Kennedy  Drive  and  may  displace  park 
landscaping  and  existing  monuments  east  of  the  Concourse.  This  alternative  would  remove  all 
access  between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Kennedy  Drive.  An  alternate  route  for  MUNI,  which 
currently  enters  the  Concourse  from  Eighth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street,  would  be  required;  the 
alternate  route  is  not  known  at  this  time. 

IMPACTS 

Impacts  on  historical  resources  would  be  the  same  as  discussed  with  Phase  II  of  the  proposed 
project.  The  historical  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  as  an  individual  reserve  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources  would  be  diminished  by  the 
alternative.  However,  this  Phase  II  alternative  would  temporarily  remove  the  windbreak  at  the 
edge  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  where  the  road  would  ramp  down  below  Kennedy  Drive. 
Therefore,  the  windbreak  for  the  Dell  would  be  reestablished  and  rehabilitated  following 
construction  in  accordance  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

The  new  entry  ramp  would  alter  existing  circulation  features  in  the  Park  by  eliminating  the 
Eighth  Avenue  surface  entrance  and  connection  to  Kennedy  Drive,  but  would  not  threaten  the 
overall  design  integrity  of  the  Park  and  would  restore  conditions  in  the  Rododendron  Dell. 
Overall,  this  Phase  II  alternative  would  not  have  an  undesirable  adverse  impact  on  historic 
resources. 
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SOURCE:  Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners 
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Impacts  on  visual  resources  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  the 
Eighth  Avenue  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street,  which  would  now  be  located  north 
of  Kennedy  Drive,  altering  the  view  entering  the  Park.  However,  in  the  context  of  the  larger 
Park  area,  this  change  would  not  be  likely  to  degrade  overall  visual  quality  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  views. 

Alternative  D  would  be  considered  to  have  significant  impacts  to  the  intersection  operating 
conditions  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Stanyan,  King/Crossover  and  King/Middle  Drive  East 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Stanyan,  King/Crossover  and 
King/Middle  Drive  East  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour.  In  addition,  the  closure  of  the 
connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  to  all  traffic  would 
require  a  reroute  of  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  line  to  other  existing  roadways  within  the  Park  or 
to  the  Underground  Through  Street,  as  determined  by  MUNI. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  have  been  developed  to  address  the  intersection  impacts: 

•  Fulton/Stanyan  (weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday):  Restripe  the  southbound  approach 
to  convert  the  right-turn  only  lane  to  a  through-right  lane,  prohibit  eastbound  and 
westbound  left-turns  during  Saturday  midday  period  (similar  to  what  already  occurs 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  period)  and  retime  the  signal.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
restriping  of  the  southbound  approach  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street 
parking  along  the  west  side  of  Stanyan  Street  to  the  south  of  the  intersection.  In 
addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  left-turn  prohibition  would  be  in  effect  seven  days  of  the 
week,  between  7:00  AM  and  7:00  PM.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations 
would  improve  to  LOS  D  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour  and  Saturday  midday  peak 
hour. 

•  King/Middle  Drive  East  (weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday):  Restripe  the  northbound 
approach  to  provide  a  right-turn  pocket  (convert  the  existing  through-right  lane  into  a 
through-only  lane)  and  restripe  the  southbound  approach  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket 
(convert  the  existing  through-left  lane  into  a  through-only  lane).  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  provision  of  these  turn  pockets  would  require  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking 
along  both  northbound  and  southbound  King  Drive.  With  this  measure,  operations  at 
the  worst  approach  at  the  intersection  would  improve  to  LOS  C. 

The  adverse  LOS  at  King  Drive/Crossover  Drive  could  not  be  avoided;  Alternative  D  would 
contribute  to  a  significant  impact  at  this  location. 
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Alternative  D  would  also  provide  access  to  the  Park  from  the  north  through  the  Underground 
Through  Street  during  the  Sunday  road  closure,  which  is  currently  not  possible.  This 
alternative  would  not  be  considered  to  contribute  to  a  significant  unavoidable  cumulative 
traffic  impact. 

As  with  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not  create  local  CO  emissions  in  excess  of  federal 
or  state  standards;  the  alternative  would  not  generate  emissions  of  reactive  organic  compounds 
and  nitrogen  oxides  that  would  adversely  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  effects. 

Project  construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  temporarily  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  area,  but  would  be  reduced  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV, 
and  operational  and  cumulative  impacts  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts. 


This  alternative  would  include  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  new  surface  access  from 
Eighth  Avenue  to  the  Concourse  area  (see  Figure  27).  The  new  surface  through  street  to 
Middle  Drive  East  would  include  a  roundabout  at  the  site  of  existing  surface  roadways.  The 
roundabout,  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  would  include  MUNI,  bus,  and  other  vehicle 
passenger  loading  and  unloading.  The  through  street  would  connect  the  Concourse  and 
Middle  Drive  East  adjacent  to  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  In  addition,  the 
connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Academy  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be 
eliminated,  and  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  would  be  converted  into  cul-de-sacs. 
Alternative  E  assumes  a  four-way  stop  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue  and  would  not 
require  narrowing  or  re-alignment  of  Kennedy  Drive.  Access  to  Tea  Garden  Drive  and 
Academy  Drive  would  be  from  King  Drive.  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives  would  be  two- 
way  and  would  be  dead  end  streets  providing  emergency  and  ADA  access  only  to  the 


E. 
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IMPACTS 

Impacts  on  historical  resources  would  be  similar  to  Phase  II  of  proposed  project  with  the 
introduction  of  a  new  circulation  feature  and  pattern  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  The 
introduction  of  a  new  surface  road  and  traffic  circle  would  alter  spatial  relationships  and 
circulation  patterns  important  to  defining  the  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  may 
threaten  its  potential  eligibility  for  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources.  This  would 
be  considered  a  significant  adverse  impact. 

Visual  impacts  would  also  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  the  Eighth 
Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East  entry  ramps,  which  would  be  eliminated  along  with  associated 
visual  impacts.  Overall  changes  resulting  from  this  alternative  would  not  adversely  affect  the 
overall  visual  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  the  Park. 

Alternative  E  would  have  significant  impacts  to  the  intersection  operating  conditions  at  the 
intersection  of  Kennedy /Eighth  Avenue  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  and  would  not 
have  significant  impacts  during  the  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours.  The 
following  mitigation  measure  has  been  developed  to  address  these  impacts: 

•        Kennedy /Eighth/Concourse  Bypass  Roadway  (weekday  PM):  Signalize  intersection 
(note  that  this  would  be  the  same  measure  needed  to  mitigate  the  Baseline  plus  Project 
Phase  2  impacts).  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations  would  improve  to 
LOS  C.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  intersection  would  also  operate  at  LOS  B  during 
the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with  signalization. 

With  this  alternative,  the  intersection  of  Kennedy  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue  would  remain 
open  to  northbound  and  southbound  vehicles  during  Sunday  road  closure  conditions,  however, 
there  would  be  a  need  for  traffic  control  officers  and  gates  at  this  intersection. 

As  with  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not  create  local  CO  emissions  in  excess  of  federal 
or  state  standards.  In  addition,  the  alternative  would  not  generate  emissions  of  reactive 
organic  compounds  and  nitrogen  oxides  that  would  adversely  contribute  to  cumulative  air 
quality  effects. 
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Project  construction  activities  associated  with  this  alternative  would  temporarily  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  area,  but  would  be  reduced  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Chapter  IV, 
and  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts.  This  Alternative  would  also  result  in  an  increase  in 
noise  levels  on  roadways  surrounding  the  surface  street  as  well  as  the  California  Academy  of 
Science.  However,  no  permanent  development  is  proposed  along  the  surface  road  and  no 
additional  sensitive  noise  receptors  are  located  along  the  roadway.  Therefore,  operational 
noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

F.      ALTERNATIVE  F:  TRAFFIC  LOOP 

Alternative  F  would  include  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  consistent  with  Phase  I  of  the 
proposed  project.  Alternative  F  would  also  include  a  new  vehicular  tunnel,  traffic  loop,  and 
entrance  for  the  eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  (see  Figure  28).  The  proposed 
road  would  begin  at  the  Eighth  Avenue  entry  road  where  it  would  travel  west  descending 
under  Kennedy  Drive.  The  road  would  emerge  from  under  Kennedy  Drive  within  the 
northwest  corner  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and  would  travel  west  forming  a  traffic  loop  at  the 
eastern  end  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  narrowed  and  re-aligned  to 
allow  for  the  grade  separation.  This  alternative  would  not  include  a  through  street  to  Middle 
Drive  East. 

IMPACTS 

Impacts  on  historical  resources  would  be  the  same  as  Phase  II  of  the  proposed  project, 
including  significant  impacts  on  the  historic  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Impacts  on 
visual  resources  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  with  the  exception  of  the  Eighth 
Avenue  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  proposed  with  Phase  II  with  Alternative  F, 
the  ramp  under  Kennedy  Drive  begins  at  Fulton  Street,  altering  the  view  entering  the  Park. 
However,  in  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this  change  would  not  be  likely  to  degrade 
overall  visual  quality  or  obstruct  any  scenic  views. 

As  with  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not  create  local  CO  emissions  in  excess  of  the 
federal  or  state  standards  and  would  not  generate  emissions  of  reactive  organic  compounds  and 
nitrogen  oxides  that  would  adversely  contribute  to  cumulative  air  quality  effects.  Project 
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construction  would  temporary  increase  noise  in  the  project  vicinity,  but  impacts  would  be 
reduced  by  the  mitigation  measures  included  in  Chapter  IV.  Other  noise  impacts  associated 
with  this  alternative  would  be  considered  less  than  significant. 

Alternative  F  conditions  would  not  have  any  significant  impacts  to  intersection  operating 
conditions  during  the  weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours.  Eighth 
Avenue  would  remain  open  to  vehicles  during  Sunday  road  closure  conditions,  and  the  need 
for  traffic  control  officers  and  gates  at  the  entrance  to  the  Park  would  be  eliminated.  This 
alternative  would  not  be  considered  to  contribute  to  a  significant  unavoidable  cumulative 
traffic  impact. 

G.  OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

In  2001,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  engaged  in  a  conceptual  design  study, 
including  public  outreach  and  review  of  a  series  of  alternatives  for  potential  Underground 
Parking  Facility  configurations,  surface  circulation  changes,  and  underground  through  street 
routes  to  meet  various  project  objectives  and  public  input.  This  process  resulted  in  the  May 
2001  Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Underground  Parking  Garage.1  The  Authority  board  reviewed  that  study,  as  well  as  public 
comments.  The  following  alternatives  were  described  in  that  study,  but  were  dropped  from 
further  consideration  as  presented  below. 

Underground  Parking  Facility  (May  2001  Alternative  4)  would  add  one  level  beneath  the 
existing  paved  area  north  of  the  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  considered,  but  rejected 
primarily  because  it  would  add  costs,  interfere  with  circulation  in  the  Concourse  area,  and 
cause  construction  and  schedule  delays  to  the  adjacent  New  de Young  Museum. 

Underground  Parking  Facility  alternative  (May  2001  Alternative  5)  would  locate  the 
underground  parking  in  sections  adjacent  to  the  museums  and  in  the  area  west  of  the 
Bandshell.  Each  parking  facility  would  include  two  levels  of  parking.  This  alternative  was 
also  rejected  due  to  factors  of  costs,  construction  schedules  and  circulation.  In  addition,  this 
alternative  would  require  excavation  and  replacement  of  the  area  behind  the  Bandshell  as  well 
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as  removal  and  replacement  of  trees  that  provide  wind  break  protection  for  the  Music 
Concourse. 

May  2001  Alternative  6  would  have  a  two-level  parking  facility  that  would  wrap  around  the 
de Young  Museum  and  extend  under  Kennedy  Drive,  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  Concourse. 
This  impact  was  considered,  but  rejected  due  to  potential  circulation  problems,  the  need  to 
relocate  utilities,  added  construction  costs  as  well  as  schedule  and  coordination  conflicts  with 
the  New  de  Young  Museum,  and  the  inconvenience  of  location  for  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  visitors.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  impact  trees  in  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden 
and  along  Kennedy  Drive  and  require  the  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under 
Kennedy  Drive. 

May  2001  Alternative  7  would  locate  the  parking  all  on  one  level,  on  all  four  sides  of  the 
Music  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  rejected  because  it  would  displace  the  pedestrian 
tunnels,  cause  cost  and  schedule  challenges  for  construction,  and  could  also  cause  circulation 
problems.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  require  excavation  and  replacement  of  the  area 
west  of  the  Bandshell  as  well  as  removal  and  replacement  of  trees  that  provide  windbreak 
protection  for  the  Music  Concourse. 

In  February  2002,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  board  approved  proceeding  with 
a  Schematic  Plan  that  included  a  separate  underground  parking  area  (Transit  Center)  for  tour 
buses  and  school  buses,  which  currently  park  behind  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  along 
Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives.  The  proposed  bus  parking  area  would  be  beneath  the  area  to 
the  east  of  the  Concourse  and  would  be  accessible  from  either  Tenth  Avenue  or  Middle  Drive 
East  and  would  accommodate  approximately  18  buses.  The  February  2002  Schematic  Plan 
also  included  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Tenth  Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East. 
The  Tenth  Avenue  ramp  at  Fulton  Street  and  the  Middle  Drive  East  ramps  would  serve  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  bus  parking  area,  and  the  through  traffic. 

In  August  2002,  this  Schematic  Plan  was  revised  to  comprise  the  project  description  analyzed 
in  this  EIR:  The  bus  parking  area  was  dropped  from  further  consideration  because  of  the 
limited  number  of  buses  that  could  be  accommodated,  and  circulation  constraints  among  buses, 
access  to  the  vehicle  parking,  and  through  traffic  in  the  Underground  Through  Street.  The 
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February  2002  plan  was  also  re-considered  to  separate  parking  access  at  Tenth  Avenue  and 
Fulton  Street  from  potential  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  traffic,  now  proposed  to  be 
from  Kennedy  Drive  at  Eighth  Avenue. 


NOTES  -  Alternatives 

1  Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Underground  Parking 
Garage,  May  25,  2001,  prepared  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  by  Gordon  H.  Chong  and 
Partners. 
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Traffic  Engineering  Division 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 
Police  Department 
Planning  Division  Hall  of  Justice 
850  Bryant  Street,  Room  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Barbara  Moy 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  465 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
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Pat  Martel,  General  Manager 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
1155  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Lorrie  Kalos,  Asst.  Deputy  Chief 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning  &  Research 
698  Second  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 


John  Deakin,  Director 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
1 155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Pamela  David,  Director 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 

25  Van  Ness  Ave.,  Suite  700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Marcia  Rosen,  Director 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.  #  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Richard  Skaff 

Mayor's  Office  on  Disability 
401  Van  Ness  Ave.  Rm.  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Alice  Suet  Barkley,  Esq. 

30  Blackstone  Court 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 


Barbara  Maloney 

BMS  Design  Group 

414  Jackson  Street,  Suite  404 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Bayard  Fong 

Human  Rights  Commission 

501  Stanyan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Douglas  Nelson 
RHAA 

225  Miller  Avenue 
Mill  Valley,  CA  94941 

Bob  Rhine 

Capital  Planning  Department 
UCSF 

145  Irving  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Bruce  Judd 

Architectural  Resources  Group 
Pier  9,  The  Embarcadero 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Alvin  Leung 
Worldwide 

111  Center  Avenue,  Suite  F 
Pacheco,  CA  94553 

Barbara  W.  Sahm 
Turnstone  Consulting 
330  Townsend  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Bob  Jacobvitz 
AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

130  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Bob  McFarland 

Parsons  Brinckerhoff  Quade  &  Douglas,  Inc. 
303  Second  Street  #700  North 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Bobby  Thompson 
St.  Mary's  Hospital 
450  Stanyan  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Carolyn  Macmillan 
Fine  Arts  Museums 
233  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
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Cheryl  L.  Switzer 

Inner  Sunset  Neighborhood  Assn.  (ISNA) 

1309  -  12th  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Dale  Hess 

San  Francisco  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 
201  -  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

David  Chan 

Transportation  Authority 
100  Van  Ness,  25th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

David  Humphreys 
Worldwide 

8421  Auburn  Blvd.,  Suite  #130 
Citrus  Heights,  CA  95601 

Dean  Macris 

1907  Leavenworth  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

Dee  Dee  Workman,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

41  Sutter  St.,  #709 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Don  Young 

57  Inverness  Drive 

San  Rafael,  CA  94901 

Elaine  Grimm 
Sunset  Coalition 
1924  Great  Highway 
San  Francisco,  C A  94116 

Ethan  Burrows 
Davis  Langdon  Adamson 
170  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

G.  Bland  Piatt 

362  Ewing  Terrace 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

George  Lim 

G.M.  Lim  &  Associates 
1038  Post  Street,  Suite  B 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Chris  Duderstadt 

1327  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neigborhoods 

P.O.  Box  42-5882 

San  Francisco,  CA  94142  -  5882 


Dave  Snyder,  Executive  Director 
San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition 
1095  Market  Street,  Suite  215 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

David  G.  Miles,  Jr. 
Outdoor  Skaters  Association 
358  2nd  Avenue  #2 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

David  Saxen 

BMS  Design  Group 

414  Jackson  Street,  Suite  404 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Debbie  Frieden 

Fine  Arts  Museums 

233  Post  Street,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Richard  J.  Young 

Music  Concourse  Community  Partnership 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  #2525 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Ed  Michael 

1001  Franklin  Street,  #20E 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-6840 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 


Frank  Noto 

Golden  Gate  Heights  Neighborhood  Assn. 

P.O.  Box  27608 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127 

Harold  Silk 

Mid-Sunset  Neighborhood  Assoc. 

1282  26th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 
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Greg  Gaar 

HANC/Alliance  for  GGP 
21  Beulah 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Harry  S.  Parker 
Fine  Arts  Museums 
233  Post  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

J.  Patrick  Kociolek 

California  Academy  of  Sciences 

Golden  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

James  Beck 

Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council 

P.O.  Box  170518 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Jane  Morrison 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

41  Sutter  St.,  #1579 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Jim  Killoran 

Asian  Art  Museum 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  906 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

John  Bardis 

Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Jon  Gledhill 

UCSF  Parking  &  Transportation 
1855  Folsom  St.  Rm.  MCB500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94143 

Karen  Crommie 

Cole  Valley  Association 

628  Ashbury  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Michael  Smiley 

BMS  Design  Group 

414  Jackson  Street,  Suite  404 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Lee  Clark 

UCSF  Parking  &  Transportation 
1855  Folsom  St.  Rm.  MCB500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94143 


Howard  Strassner 

San  Francisco  Group  Transportation  Sierra  Club 
85  Second  St.,  Second  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

James  Argo 

Lincoln  Park  Neighborhood  Assn. 

270  -  32nd  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

James  Chappell,  Executive  Director 
SPUR 

312  Sutter  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

James  Reuben 

Reuben  and  Alter 

235  Pine  Street,  16th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Janis  MacKenzie 

MacKenzie  Communications,  Inc. 
601  California  Street,  Suite  1501 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Joe  Fusco 

333  Chattanoga 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

John  Barry 

Sunset  Heights  Association 

1627  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Kay  A.  Wilson 
Public  Affairs  Management 
135  Main  Street  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Margaret  Brady 

Save  Our  Richmond  Environment 

535  39th  Ave 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

Mark  Duffet,  President 

Sunset  Parkside  Education  and  Action  Committee 

2690 -46th  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94106 

Martin  Gordon 
Davis  Langdon  Adamson 
170  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Case  No.  2001 .91  IE  FINAL  EIR 

  230   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


VII.  Draft  EIR  Distribution  List 


Mary  Anne  Miller 
SPEAK 

1239  42nd  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Matt  Gonzalez 

S.F.  Board  of  Supervisors 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  PI.  #244 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Michael  Smith 

Walk  San  Francisco 

7  Hallam,  #1A 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Michelle  Stratton 
PAR 

540  Tenth  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Nancy  Whelan 

Nancy  Whelan  Consulting 

5  Edgemar  Way 

Corte  Madera,  CA  94925 

Philip  Carleton 
Alliance  for  GGP 
1300  26th  Ave.  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Rebecca  Kohlstrand 
EnviroTrans  Solutions 
426-17th  Street,  Suite  100B 
Oakland,  CA  94612 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
235  Montgomery  Street,  12th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2902 

Steven  L.  Vettel 

Morrison  &  Foerster,  LLP 

Attorneys  at  Law 

425  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 

Susan  Maerki 

Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors 

1500  -6th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Ted  Loewenberg 
Waller  Street  Association 
1580  Waller  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Mary  Hughes 
Staton  Hughes 

530  Howard  Street,  Suite  250 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Neighborhood  Parks  Council 
783  Buena  Vista  West 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Peg  Divine 

Parsons  Brinckerhoff  Quade  &  Douglas,  Inc. 
303  Second  Street  #700  North 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Pinky  Kushner 

Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park 

P.  O.  Box  170051 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117-0051 

Pat  Kilduff 

California  Academy  of  Sciences 

Golden  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Robert  Harrison 

2370  Vista  del  Mar  Lane 

Tiburon,  CA  94920 

Rolfe  Mueller 

Inner  Sunset  Merchants  Assn. 
917  Irving  Street,  #4 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Rose  &  Lee  Fong 

727  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 

Trades  Council 

2660  Newhall  Street,  #116 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 

Sue  Hestor 

Attorney  at  Law 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1128 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Susan  Suval 

Sunset  District  Coalition 
1672  Great  Highway 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 
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William  Shepard 

Lake  Street  Residents  Association 

5 1-2 1st  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

Tay  C.  Via 

Coblentz  Patch  Duffy  &  Bass 
222  Kearny  Street  Suite  700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Georgia  Brittan 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

460  Duncan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131 

Jay  Cahill 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


John  Vaughan 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 
1  Maritime  Plaza,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Richard  A.  Judd 
Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
1300  Clay  Street,  9th  Floor 
City  Center  Plaza 
Oakland,  CA  94612-1455 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Larry  Mansbach 
Mansbach  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  217 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Chi-Hsin  Shao 
CHS  Consulting  Group 
500  Sutter  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Susan  R.  Diamond 
Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Carol  Lester 
Chicago  Title 

388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  Street,  Suite  915 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Carolyn  Dee 
Downtown  Association 
5  Third  Street,  Suite  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Doug  Stevens,  State  Coordinator 

Food  and  Fuel  Retailers  For  Economic  Equality 

770  L  Street,  Suite  960 

Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Gensler  and  Associates 
600  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Gerry  Katz 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  5007 

Westport,  Conn  06881-5007 

The  Jefferson  Company 

10  Lombard  Street,  3rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111-1165 


Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Jacob  Herber 
Morrison  &  Foerster 
345  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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Cliff  Miller 

970  Chestnut  Street,  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Regina  Sneed 
National  Lawyers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Marie  Zeller 
Patri  Merker  Architects 
400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Peter  Bass 

Ramsay/Bass  Interest 

3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 

Oakland,  CA  94610 

Thomas  N.  Foster 
Rothschild  &  Associates 
369  Pine  Street,  Suite  360 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104-3302 

Tony  Kilroy 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
41  Sutter  Street  #1579 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 

Sedway  Group 

505  Montgomery  Street,  #600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-2552 


John  Kriken 

Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill,  LLP 
444  Market  Street,  Suite  2400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Robert  S.  Tandler 

3490  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118-1837 

Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Jon  Twichell  Associates 
70  Hermosa  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 


Bob  Berman 

Nichols-Berman 

142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Environmental  and  Land  Use  Section 

Pillsbury,  Winthrop  LLP 

50  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

David  P.  Rhoades  &  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2805 


Walter  Johnson 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
1188  Franklin  Street,  #203 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

John  Sanger,  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Dave  Kremer 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Jim  Ross,  Director  of  Public  Affairs 

and  Political  Campaigns 
Solem  &  Associates 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 


Joel  Ventresca 

1278  -  44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 

409  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


David  C.  Levy,  Esq. 
Morrison  &  Foerster,  LLP 
425  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 


Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates  Art  In  Architecture 
2028  Scott,  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Paul  Kollerer/Tom  Balestri 
Cahill  Construction  Services 
955  Egbert  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-3733 


Pete  Holloran,  President 
Yerba  Buena  Chapter 
California  Native  Plant  Society 
1033  Noe  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Diane  Wong 
UCSF  Campus  Planning 
3333  California  Street,  Suite  1 1 
San  Francisco,  CA  94143-0286 


Andrew  Tuft 

Singer  Associates 

140  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  C A  94105 

Mr.  Charles  Cannon 

518  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Ms.  Carol  Wong 
573  10th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Ms.  Gail  Enfiajian 
590  Funston  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Ms.  Ronald  Konopaski 

566  9th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Mr.  Frank  Lockary 

775  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Mr.  &  Mrs.  Stewart  &  Gretchen  Stone 

726  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Mr.  John  Nichols 
1431  —34th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Ms.  Elizabeth  Thompson 

775  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Mr.  Sandra  Treacy 

739  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Ms.  Stephanie  Wickum 

722  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Ms.  Joan  Maki 

779  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Ms.  Susan  Lew 

723  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Ms.  Mona  Malik 
771  10th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Ms.  Sue  Molinari 

566  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Ms.  Barbara  Canellos 

754  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Mr.  Robert  Bunker 

739  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Mr.  Jay  Hemphill 

743  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
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Mr.  Duncan  Kennedy 

Mr.  Mack  Roach 

731  10th  Avenue 

562  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

Mr.  Henry  Fong 

Ms.  Marilyn  Friend 

734  10th  Avenue 

746  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

San  Francisco,  CA94H8 

Ms.  Deborah  Roach 

Mr.  William  May 

562  10th  Avenue 

560  Funston 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Grace  and  Allan  Lau 

707  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

Mr.  Hoy  Henderson 

519  1 0th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94H8 

Ms.  Grace  Folia 
783  10th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 


Jan  Vargo 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 

222  Vallejo  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 


Mr.  Tom  Calhoun 

567  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Ms.  Sandra  Gilford 

578  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


John  Elberling 
Yerba  Buena  Consortium 
182  Howard  Street,  #519 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


MEDIA 


The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2644 


Bill  Shiftman 

Associated  Press 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Gabe  Roth,  City  Editor 
San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
520  Hampshire  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Elliot  Diringer 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

Tim  Turner 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

988  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


San  Francisco  Independent 
City  Desk 
1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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LIBRARIES 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Government  Information  Services 

San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University  Library 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 


Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 
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LEAD  AGENCY 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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IX.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  DEIR  identifies  three  components  for  purposes  of  analysis.  Phase  I  would  be  the  GGPCA 
Projects'  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  associated  Concourse  surface  improvements. 
Phase  II  would  be  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Kennedy  Drive  near  Eighth 
Avenue  to  Middle  Drive  East.  The  third  component  consists  of  the  following  Transportation 
Implementation  Plan  (TIP)  Elements:  Intra-Park  Shuttle;  Cultural  Shuttle;  Traffic  Calming; 
Parking  Management;  Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements;  Road  Closures;  and  MUNI  Service 
Improvements.  The  TIP  Elements  would  be  included  in  the  GGPCA  Projects  if  only  Phase  I 
were  implemented,  or  if  both  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  were  implemented. 

The  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  is  unfunded  and,  as  noted  in  Chapter  V,  DEIR  p. 
208,  would  have  an  unavoidable  significant  environmental  impact  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell, 
an  historic  resource.  For  these  reasons,  the  GGPCA  has  advised  the  Planning  Department  that 
it  now  proposes  to  implement  as  its  Preferred  Alternative  Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility,  and  the  TIP  Elements.  The  GGPCA  does  not  propose  to  implement  Phase  II,  the 
Underground  Through  Street,  at  this  time.  Consequently,  Phase  II  has  been  severed  from  the 
project  and  should  not  be  treated  as  part  of  the  project  for  decision-making  purposes 

In  order  to  disclose  to  the  decision  makers  and  the  public  the  impacts  of  Phase  I  and  the  TIP 
Elements  without  Phase  II,  the  DEIR  and  the  Comments  and  Responses  herein  separately 
analyze  (1)  the  impacts  that  would  occur  if  only  Phase  I  and  the  TIP  Elements  were 
implemented,  and  (2)  the  impacts  that  would  occur  if  both  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  and  the  TIP 
Elements  were  implemented.  Both  the  DEIR  and  these  Responses  to  Comments  advise  the 
reader  when  only  Phase  I  is  being  analyzed  and  when  both  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  are  being 
analyzed.  For  purposes  of  analysis  in  both  the  DEIR  and  these  Responses  to  Comments,  the 
term  "Phase  I"  means  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  TIP  Elements.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  is  DEIR  Alternative  B:  Phase  I  Only  and  the  TIP  Elements. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
A.  Introduction 


ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  document  contains  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(DEIR)  prepared  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  Projects,  and 
responses  to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  Planning 
Commission  on  January  23,  2003,  and  all  written  comments  received  during  the  Draft  EIR 
public  review  period  from  December  14,  2002,  to  February  5,  2003  are  presented  herein  by 
direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  non-substantive  materials  only.  In  some 
instances,  minor  edits  have  been  made  to  the  public  hearing  transcript;  changes  other  than 
editorial  corrections  are  noted. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  generally  arranged  by  topic 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed 
by  its  set  of  responses.  Responses  generally  provide  clarification  of  the  Draft  EIR.  They 
occasionally  include  changes  in,  or  additions  to,  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR.  These 
modifications  are  indented  and  bolded  within  the  response  to  make  them  easily  discernible. 
Newly  inserted  words  and  phrases  are  double  underlined,  as  are  new  sentences  that  are 
incorporated  into  existing  text.  Underlining  is  not  used  if  the  modification  is  all  new  text. 
Text  that  is  deleted  is  denoted  with  strike  through.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may 
overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of 
comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs, 
cross  references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included 
for  informational  purposes. 

The  public  hearing  transcript,  a  copy  of  all  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period, 
the  administrative  record,  and  background  documentation  for  this  EIR  are  contained  in  Case 
File  2000. 6 13E,  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street, 
San  Francisco. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
B.  List  of  Commentors 


B.  LIST  OF  COMMENTORS 

The  following  individuals  submitted  written  comments  during  the  public  comment  period  of 
December  14,  2002,  through  February  5,  2003,  and/or  provided  oral  testimony  at  the  public 
hearing  on  January  23,  2003,  on  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  DEIR. 

Stephen  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates  (written  comments,  January  20,  2003, 
and  public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park  (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim 
Iwersen)  (written  comments,  February  5,  2003) 

Joseph  C.  Barbaccia,  Chair,  Strybing  Arboretum  Society  (written  comments,  January  23, 
2003) 

Patrick  Barron  (written  comments,  January  28,  2003) 
Carolyn  Blair  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
Roberta  Borgonovo  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
Sherry  Boschert  (written  comments,  January  31,  2003) 
Tish  Brown  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Eric  Canupp,  General  Manager,  Canvas  Cafe  (written  comments,  February  3,  2003) 
Steve  Chapman  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Charles  Edwin  Chase,  AIA,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  (written 
comments,  January  21,  2003) 

Pat  Christensen  (written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 
Darcy  Cohn  (written  comments,  February  5,  2003) 

Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch, 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (written  comments,  January  15,  2003) 

Denise  D'Anne,  Building  Inspection  Commissioner  (written  comments,  January  30,  2003) 

Craig  Dawson  (written  comments,  February  5,  2003) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
B.  List  of  Commentors 

Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association  (written  comments, 
February  12,  2003) 

Christopher  Duderstadt  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003,  and  written  comments, 
February  5,  2003) 

Marc  Duffett,  President,  SPEAK,  Sunset-Parkside  Education  and  Action  Committee  (written 
comments,  February  5,  2003) 

Amanda  Eaken,  Project  Coordinator,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy,  California  Field  Office 
(written  comments,  February  5,  2003) 

Eileen  Ellis  (written  comments,  January  21,  2003) 

Julian  Fisher  (written  comments,  February  3,  2003) 

Jennifer  Fox  (written  comments,  January  31,  2003) 

Jason  Gibbs  and  Nghia  Hoang  (written  comments,  January  13,  2003) 

Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
(written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Folia  Grace  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Michael  Grandin  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Tom  Harriman  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Joshua  Hart  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Howard  Her  ships  (written  comments,  January  15,  2003) 

Katherine  Howard,  ASLA,  Landscape  Architect  (written  comments,  January  26,  2003) 

Inner  Sunset  Merchants  and  Residents  (identical  written  comments  received  from  20  members, 
February  3,  2003) 

Jim  Iwersen  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003,  and  written  comments,  February  4, 
2003) 

Geoff  Jones  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 

Paco  BB  Jones,  Esq.  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 

J.K.  Keck  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
B.  List  of  Commentors 


Tim  Kelley,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (written  comments,  January 
21,2003) 

Duncan  Kennedy  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  and  William  R.  and  Gretchen  B.  Kimball 
Chair,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  (written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS,  Richmond  District  Neighbors  (public  hearing  comments,  January 
23,  2003,  and  written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Martha  Kropt  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Pinky  Kushner,  Inner  Sunset  Environmentalists  (written  comments,  February  5,  2003) 
Ann  Lanzerotti,  MD  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 
John  Laskin  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Grace  Lau  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003)  k 

Nicole  Levine  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 

Megan  Levitan  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Sandy  Linder  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Nancy  Loewen  (written  comments,  January  21,  2003) 

Carolyn  McMillan  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (written  comments,  February 
4,  2003) 

Mary  Anne  Miller  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Margaret  E.  Mori,  National  Chair,  Historical  Landscape  Preservation  Group,  American 
Society  of  Landscape  Architects  (written  comments,  January  15,  2003) 

Rolf  D.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association  (written  comments, 
February  4,  2003 

Patrick  Myall  (written  comments,  January  28,  2003) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
B.  List  of  Commentors 

North  Park  Neighbors  Association  Steering  Committee  (Allan  Lau,  Barbara  Canellos,  Duncan 
Kennedy,  Grace  Lau,  Gretchen  Stone,  and  Michele  Stratton)  (written  comments,  January  16, 
2003) 

Frank  Noto,  Board  Member,  Golden  Gate  Heights  Neighborhood  Association  (written 
comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Lisa  Orsaba  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Harry  S.  Parker  III,  Director  of  Museums,  and  Dede  Wilsey,  President,  Board  of  Trustees; 
Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  (written  comments,  December  9,  2002,  and  January  23, 
2003) 

John  Rizzo  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Jerry  Robbins,  Traffic  Engineering  Division,  San  Francisco  DPT  (written  comments, 
February  3,  2003) 

Katherine  Roberts  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003,  and  written  comments, 
February  5,  2003) 

Terry  Rolled  (written  comments,  February  6,  2003) 
Janice  Rothstein  (written  comments,  January  26,  2003) 
Keith  Saggers  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
Tina  Sandidge  (written  comments,  January  27,  2003) 
Kirk  Scott  (written  comments,  January  23,  2003) 

Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  (written  comments, 
February  4,  2003) 

Kurt  W.  Shuck  (written  comments,  February  1,  2003) 

Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco  (written  comments,  January  24,  2003) 

Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club  San  Francisco  Group  (written 
comments,  February  4,  2003) 

Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  and  James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (written  comments,  January  24,  2003) 

Andrew  Sullivan,  Chair,  Rescue  Muni  (written  comments,  February  4,  2003) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
B.  List  of  Commentors 

Elizabeth  Thompson  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
Susan  Vaughan  (written  comments,  January  28,  2003) 

Tes  Welborn,  President,  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  (written  comments,  January 
22,  2003) 

Stephen  Willis  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003,  and  written  comments,  February 
5,  2003) 

Peter  Winkelstein  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
Susan  Witka  (written  comments,  January  30,  2003) 

Dee  Dee  Workman,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Beautiful  (written  comments,  February 
5,  2003) 

Jill  Wynns  (public  hearing  comments,  January  23,  2003) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
General 


C.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

GENERAL 
Public  Participation 

Comments 

It  is  also  disturbing  that  the  City  has  not  provided  adequate  opportunity  for,  and  solicited 
public  comment  regarding,  this  issue.  Mr.  Maltzer,  please,  I  urge  you  to  reject  the  design  and 
location  of  this  parking  garage  at  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse.    {Eileen  Ellis) 

The  report  frequently  refers  to  "Public  Outreach".  The  only  outreach  has  been  through  a  grant 
to  a  special  interest  group  (The  Bicycle  Coalition).  This  is  certainly  not  a  public  outreach.  The 
vast  majority  of  the  residents  of  the  Richmond  District  have  no  idea  about  what  is  being 
planned,  let  alone  the  impacts  it  will  have  on  their  quality  of  life.    (Ronald  Konopaski) 

PAGE  37.  Objective  VIII  -  Community  Involvement  Process:  Foster  community 
participation  in  guiding  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Of  their  own  admission  1/14/03  the  Authority  has  consistently  violated  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
by  conducting  important  business  in  private,  failing  to  notify  the  public  prior  to  important 
votes,  and  ignored  the  will  of  the  people  as  represented  by  their  own  surveys  at  workshops. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

This  is  a  sham.  The  public  outreach  has  been  nonexistent.  The  residents  of  the  Richmond  by 
and  large  are  uninformed  about  this.  I  have  made  some  personal  attempts  myself  to  try  to 
address  that  problem.  However,  I'm  limited  in  my  resources.  The  Authority  has  ignored  this. 
Those  of  us  who  have  become  involved  and  have  participated  have  been  largely  ignored  by  the 
Concourse  Authority.    (Ronald  Konopaski) 

Response 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  has,  since  its  formation  under 
Proposition  J  in  May  1999,  conducted  a  public  outreach  and  meeting  effort  regarding  proposed 
improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse.  To  date  576  people  have  attended  four  city  wide  public 
workshops.  In  addition,  the  Concourse  projects  were  discussed  at  51  Board  meetings  open  to 
the  public.  The  public  outreach  effort  has  included  the  following: 

•  A  World  Wide  Web  site  (http : //www . golden  gateparkconcourse . org) ,  which  has 
received  over  14,000  hits 

•  Monthly  GGPCA  Board  meetings  that  are  publicly  noticed  and  held  at  City  Hall 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
General 


GGPCA  Study  Session— design  development  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility 

Four  facilitated  citywide  community  public  workshops: 

Community  Workshop  #1  -  Preliminary  Underground  Parking  Facility  Design 
Alternatives  (March  12,  2001,  San  Francisco  County  Fair  Building,  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Community  Workshop  #2  -  Preliminary  Underground  Parking  Facility  Design 
Alternatives  (April  3,  2001,  San  Francisco  Community  College  Southeast 
Campus) 

Community  Workshop  #3  -  Review  Revised  Design  Alternatives  for 
Underground  Parking  Facility  (May  1,  2001,  San  Francisco  Chinese  Recreation 
Center) 

Community  Workshop  #4  -  Review  Revised  Design  Alternatives  for 
Underground  Parking  Facility  (May  30,  2001,  Richmond  Recreation  Center) 

Display  advertisements  in  the  following  publications: 
Sunset  Beacon 
San  Francisco  Downtown 
Richmond  Review 
San  Francisco  Observer 
The  Independent 
San  Francisco  Bay  View 
New  Bernal  Journal 

Mailing  notifications  for  each  public  meeting 
2,850  mailed  written  notices 
200  email  notices 

Distribution  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  EIR  to  over  200  contacts  and 
posted  on  the  website 

Distribution  of  the  DEIR  to  federal,  State,  and  city  agencies,  and  about  150  other 
interested  parties 

Community  workshop  media  releases  to  39  local  ethnic  and  neighborhood  media 
outlets— also  translated  into  Spanish  and  Chinese 

Community  workshop  on  April  30,  2001,  was  televised  and  broadcast  multiple  times 

Phone  calls  to  key  organizations 

Briefing  sessions: 

Park  advocates/skate  advocates/pedestrian  interest  organizations 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
General 

Local  architecture/historic  preservation  associations  and  City  organizations 

Neighborhood  organizations:  Sunset,  Richmond  and  Haight,  8th  Avenue 
community  representatives,  North  Park  Neighborhood  Association  community 
representatives 

Institutional  Partners:  Academy  of  Sciences,  de  Young,  Strybing  Arboretum 

City  Agencies:  Recreation  and  Park  Dept.,  Dept.  of  Public  Works,  Dept.  of 
Parking  and  Transportation,  MUNI 

Community  groups:  SF  Bicycle  Coalition,  SF  Architectural  Heritage,  San 
Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR),  Sierra  Club, 
Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park 

In  addition,  the  Planning  Department  provided  public  notice  of  the  GGPCA  Project  Initial 
Study/Notice  of  Preparation  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  in  May  2002,  of 
the  DEIR  publication  in  December  2002,  and  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR  on  January 
23,  2003,  through  mailings,  legal  advertising,  and  postings  of  the  site,  as  required  by  CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Adequacy  of  Cumulative  Analysis 
Comments 

In  addition,  there  should  be  cumulative  effects  here.  You  have  three  major  projects  being 
proposed.  You  have  the  restoration  of  the  De  Young  Museum.  You  have  the  restoration  of 
the  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  you  have  the  addition  of  these  two  garages.  You  can't  separate 
these.  The  De  Young  made  the  mistake  and  they  were  sued  in  court  for  just  doing  a  separate 
EIR.  The  environmental  review  officer  of  this  city  said,  "Everything  will  be  restored  when 
we  do  the  Concourse  EIR.  It  will  have  cumulative  impacts  studied."  Are  they?  No. 
Nowhere  are  cumulative  impacts  studied,  and  then  you're  going  to  see  next  the  Academy  EIR. 
It  will  not  study  cumulative  impacts.  CEQA  requires  this.  The  document  is  fallacious.  It's 
inadequate.  It  should  be  sent  back  for  further  work.    {Mary  Anne  Miller) 

The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  (SFBC)  is  a  coalition  of  4,200  bicyclists,  working  to 
promote  the  bicycle  for  everyday  transportation.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  critical  issues 
that  the  SFBC  believes  will  end  up  having  both  significant  individual  and  cumulative  negative 
impacts  on  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  within  and  around  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  as  a  result  of  this  current  Draft  EIR.  After  reviewing  this  planning  document,  it  is 
clear  that  three  separate  Environmental  Impact  Reports  cannot  adequately  analyze  the  overall 
impacts  from  the  major  changes  planned  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse,  including 
construction  of  the  new  De  Young,  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility.  The  unique  and  vital  role  that  Golden  Gate  Park  plays  in  the  life  of  San  Francisco 
residents  requires  that  city  agencies  analyze  to  the  best  of  their  abilities  what  the  overall, 
cumulative  effects  of  these  massive  projects  will  be  on  the  park  experience.  This  can  mean 
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only  one  thing:  requiring  the  preparation  of  one,  single  EIR  for  all  three  projects.  (Leah 
Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  comply  with  California  Code  of  Regulations  to  wit  §  15002  subd.  (d) 
of  Title  14  in  that  the  draft  report  does  not  take  into  account  all  the  projects  listed  on  Page  25 
of  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  cumulative  effect  of  all  the  projects  are  required  so  the  impact  on  the  environment  can  be 
considered,  this  is  because  the  cumulative  effect  may  have  a  disastrous  consequences  on 
Golden  Gate  Park. 

According  to  California  Code  of  Regulations  to  wit  §  15002  subd.  (d)  'Project'  means  the 
whole  action,  which  has  a  potential  for  resulting  in  a  physical  change  in  the  environment, 
directly  or  ultimately..'  Additionally,  §  15378,  subd.  (a)  of  California  Code  of  Regulations 
Title  14  'The  term  'Project  '  refers  to  the  activity  which  is  being  approved  and  which  will  be 
subject  to  several  discretionary  approval  by  government  agencies.  The  term  'Project'  does  not 
mean  each  separate  governmental  approvals  on  each  'project'  i.e.  the  New  de Young  Museum, 
the  New  California  Academy  of  Sciences. 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  comply  with  the  mandates  of  CEQA  as  the  Draft  EIR  chops  a  large 
'project'  into  three  with  no  potential  impact  on  the  environmental  effects  on  Golden  Gate  Park 
by  showing  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  whole  'project'. 

California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  14  §  §15065,  subd  (b)  &  15355  (c)  requires  the  'effect  of 
probable  future  projects'  must  be  'cumulatively  considered'.  This  is  because  the  guidelines  of 
CEQA  requires  the  fullest  possible  protection  of  the  environment. 

I  am  requesting  that  the  Draft  EIR  be  rejected  and  that  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  Project  be  required  to  do  a  cumulative  EIR  of  all  the  construction  in  the  area  which 
is  mandated  by  California  Code  of  Regulations  as  well  as  case  law,  moreover,  the  legislative 
intent  of  CEQA  would  be  rendered  nugatory  if  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  adopts 
this  Draft  EIR.  (Howard  Herships) 

This  document  is  lacking  major  cumulative  impacts  related  to  the  several  Concourse  projects 
and  activities  currently  in  construction  and  development  and  is  therefore  not  comprehensive  as 
required  by  the  SF  City  Attorney's  Office  and  CEQA.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

The  Alliance  has  already  expressed  its  concern  to  the  City  Attorney  that  a  single  study  for  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  all  the  concourse  related  projects  is  necessary.  The  new  De  Young,  the 
proposed  renovation  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the  Concourse  Authority's 
proposed  garage  structure  all  relate  to  the  ongoing  "revitalization"  of  the  Music  Concourse 
Area  and  should  be  regarded  as  a  single  project  rather  than  three  separate  projects.  The 
Alliance  believes  that  a  sound  analysis  can  only  be  achieved  if  all  the  proposed  developments 
of  all  the  entities  are  taken  together  as  a  whole,  in  the  context  of  a  public  planning  process 
consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris 
Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 
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The  draft  EIR  does  not  comply  with  the  California  Code  of  Regulation,  Title  14  Section  15165 
as  the  draft  submitted  is  for  only  a  single  program  when  the  ultimate  project  is  numerous 
interrelated  projects  and  as  such  does  not  meet  the  code  requirements  as  the  projects  each 
interrelates  to  the  ultimate  project,  the  pedestrian  oasis. 

There  are  also  violations  of  Section  of  Title  14,  CCR. 

Additionally,  Section  15377  of  Title  14  CCR  requires  private  projects  must  comply  with 
Sections,  21065,  21083,  &  21087  of  the  Public  Resources  Code  as  a  private  project  is  using 
Government  property  for  a  revenue  project.    (Howard  Herships) 

i 

The  proposed  DEIR  does  not  comply  with  the  California  Code  of  Regulation,  Title  14  Section 
15165.  The  draft  submitted  is  for  only  a  single  program,  when  the  ultimate  project  consists  of 
numerous  interrelated  projects,  and  as  such  does  not  meet  the  code  as  the  projects  each 
interrelate  to  the  ultimate  project,  the  pedestrian  oasis. 

There  are  also  violations  of  Section  1578  of  Title  14,  CCR. 

Additionally,  section  15377  of  Title  14  CCR  requires  private  projects  must  comply  with 
Sections,  21065,  21083,  &  21087  of  the  Public  Resources  Code  as  a  private  project  is  using 
Government  property  for  a  revenue  project.    (Stephen  Willis) 

DEIR  violates  CEQA  by  not  comprehensively  including  impact  of  related  projects. 
CEQA  requires  that  the  impact  of  related  projects  not  be  analyzed  in  a  piecemeal  manner.  The 
traffic  generated  by  the  new  de  Young  Museum  and  the  reconstructed  Academy  of  Sciences 
that  physically  connect  to  the  parking  garage  and  are  part  of  the  overall  plan  for  the  Music 
Concourse  must  be  included  in  the  DEIR.  The  increased  attendance  at  those  institutions  will 
also  significantly  affect  any  attempts  to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis,  an  enhancement  mandated  by 
Proposition  J.  In  addition,  the  effects  on  traffic  of  creating  the  pedestrian  oasis  must  be 
included  in  the  analysis  but  the  pedestrian  oasis  has  not  been  defined  yet  and  therefore  cannot 
be  analyzed.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

There  is  no  assessment  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  three  major  building  projects  proposed 
for  the  Music  Concourse  —  the  construction  of  the  new  de  Young  Museum,  the  construction  of 
the  new  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the  construction  of  the  Music  Concourse  Parking  Garage  — 
as  required  by  CEQA.  The  Concourse  is  obviously  a  very  small  area  to  have  three  such  huge 
projects  occurring  simultaneously.  It  is  absurd  to  think  that  each  of  them  can  be  considered  in 
a  vacuum,  without  acknowledging  their  relationship  to  each  other,  and  their  cumulative  effect 
on  the  park  and  its  surrounding  neighborhoods.  It  is  also  illegal.  The  EIR  must  be  conducted 
in  a  way  that  takes  this  issue  as  seriously  as  it  deserves,  and  is  mandated  by  state 
environmental  laws.  This  is  the  true  purpose  of  an  EIR.  It  is  not  intended  as  a  political 
document.  The  glaring  omissions  and  misrepresentations  I  am  describing  in  this  letter  lead  one 
to  the  conclusion  that  this  analysis  was  not  done  in  good  faith.  I  am  sure  you  will  want  to  do 
everything  in  your  power  to  correct  this  impression.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

The  DEIR  does  not  comply  with  CEQA  to  produce  a  cumulative  EIR  of  all  of  the  major 
construction  planned  in  the  area  even  though  a  study  of  the  cumulative  impacts  is  mandated  by 
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the  California  Code  of  Regulations  and  case  law.  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley 
Improvement  Association) 

The  DEIR  does  not  comply  with  CEQA  to  produce  a  cumulative  EIR  of  all  of  the  major 
construction  planned  in  the  area  even  though  a  study  of  the  cumulative  impacts  is  mandated  by 
the  California  Code  of  Regulations  and  case  law.  (Andrew  Sullivan,  Chair,  Rescue  Muni) 

Response 

The  comments  appear  to  address  two  issues:  (1)  whether  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15165 
provides  that  a  single  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  all  of  the  projects  in  the  Music  Concourse 
area;  and  (2)  whether  the  GGPCA  Projects  DEIR  adequately  considers  cumulative  impacts  of 
the  various  Music  Concourse  area  projects. 

The  DEIR  addresses  the  proposed  GGPCA  Project  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section 
15165.  Section  15165  states: 

Where  individual  projects  are,  or  a  phased  project  is,  to  be  undertaken  and  where  the 
total  undertaking  comprises  a  project  with  significant  environmental  effect,  the  lead 
agency  shall  prepare  a  single  program  EIR  for  the  ultimate  project  as  described  in 
Section  15168.  Where  an  individual  project  is  a  necessary  precedent  for  action  on  a 
larger  project,  or  commits  the  lead  agency  to  a  larger  project,  with  significant 
environmental  effect,  an  EIR  must  address  itself  to  the  scope  of  the  larger  project. 
Where  one  project  is  one  of  several  similar  projects  of  a  public  agency,  but  is  not 
deemed  a  part  of  a  larger  undertaking  or  a  larger  project,  the  agency  may  prepare  one 
EIR  for  all  projects,  or  one  for  each  project,  but  shall  in  either  case  comment  upon  the 
cumulative  effect. 

Section  15165  is  intended  to  address  "piece-mealing"  which  can  occur  when  a  larger  project  is 
treated  as  a  series  of  discrete  actions,  thereby  avoiding  the  requirement  to  prepare  an  EIR  for 
each  of  its  elements,  or  failing  to  acknowledge  cumulative  impacts  of  the  various  components. 
These  cases  generally  arise  in  the  context  of  large  projects,  often  public  works  projects,  that 
are  projected  to  occur  in  phases  over  a  long  period  of  time.  In  that  context,  an  early  action 
may  lay  the  groundwork  for  the  larger  project  or  commit  the  public  entity  to  future  phases  or 
actions  which  have  not  been  adequately  analyzed. 

However,  Section  15165  expressly  recognizes  that  even  if  a  project  is  one  of  several  similar 
projects,  the  agency  has  discretion  to  prepare  separate  EIRs  for  each  project,  provided  that  it 
comments  on  any  cumulative  effects.  The  GGPCA  Projects,  the  New  de Young  Museum,  and 
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the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  are  three  different  and  independent  projects  with  three 
different  sponsors,  timelines  and  sources  of  funding.  By  way  of  example,  the  de Young 
Museum  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Trustees,  the  GGPCA  Projects  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority,  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  Board  of  Trustees. 

CEQA  does  require  an  EIR  to  analyze  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  project  at  issue  along 
with  other  closely  related  past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects.  (See 
CEQA  Guidelines  Sections  15130,  15355.)  However,  CEQA  does  not  require  that  multiple 
projects,  which  can  proceed  independently,  be  analyzed  in  one  EIR.  Here  there  has  been  no 
attempt  to  evade  the  EIR  requirement,  as  each  project  is  the  subject  of  an  EIR,  which  includes 
a  comprehensive  cumulative  impacts  analysis,  as  discussed  below. 

The  GGPCA  Projects  DEIR  assesses  cumulative  impacts,  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines 
Section  15130.  Section  15130(a)(1)  states,  "a  cumulative  impact  consists  of  an  impact  which 
is  created  as  a  result  of  the  combination  of  the  project  evaluated  in  the  EIR  together  with  other 
projects  causing  related  impacts."  Section  15130(b)(1)  further  states  that  an  adequate 
discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  requires, 

(1)  Either: 

(A)  A  list  of  past,  present,  and  probable  future  projects  producing  related  or 
cumulative  impacts,  including,  if  necessary,  those  projects  outside  the  control  of  the 
agency,  or 

(B)  A  summary  of  projections  contained  in  an  adopted  general  plan  or  related 
planning  document,  or  in  a  prior  environmental  document  which  has  been  adopted  or 
certified,  which  described  or  evaluated  regional  or  area  wide  conditions  contributing  to 
the  cumulative  impact.  Any  such  planning  document  shall  be  referenced  and  made 
available  to  the  public  at  a  location  specified  by  the  lead  agency. 

As  discussed  below,  the  DEIR  evaluates  cumulative  effects  of  proposed  projects  that  would 
cause  related  impacts  in  the  Concourse  and  vicinity.  Those  projects  include  the  under- 
construction  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  proposed  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  as 
well  as  changes  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  for  the  approved  Golden 
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Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Consistent  with  the  cited  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  cumulative  analyses 
incorporate  known  past,  present,  and  probable  future  projects. 

The  DEIR  considers  cumulative  impacts  in  the  areas  of  Historic  Resources,  Visual  Quality, 
Transportation,  Noise,  and  Air  Quality. 

DEIR  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  includes  information  for  the  New  de Young  Museum,  as 
discussed  on  p.  48  and  59,  and  illustrated  on  Figure  13:  View  North  from  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl  with  Phase  I,  DEIR  p.  50.  The  DEIR,  p.  59,  notes  that  changes  in  the 
Concourse  area,  including  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  Phase  I  of  the  Projects,  "would  not 
detract  from  the  dominant  visual  features  that  define  the  landscape  of  the  Music  Concourse  and 
its  surroundings  and  no  scenic  views  would  be  obstructed." 

The  DEIR,  p.  62,  notes  that  Figure  16  shows  the  proposed  new  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  "in  an  illustrative  manner  in  order  to  identify  the  overall  mass  of  the  structure"  and 
concludes  that  "[t]he  removal  of  surface  parking  areas,  reduction  of  roadway  areas,  and 
increase  in  landscaped  areas  around  the  Music  Concourse  area  would  expand  the  landscaped 
area  and  would  enhance  the  visual  quality  of  the  Concourse."  At  the  time  the  DEIR  was 
published  in  December  2002,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  (CAS)  DEIR  was  in 
preparation.  The  CAS  DEIR,  published  on  March  15,  2003,  discusses  visual  quality  effects  of 
the  CAS  on  pp.  132-138,  and  concludes  that  that  project  would  not  have  significant  adverse 
visual  effects  on  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  New  de  Young  Museum  and  proposed  CAS 
would  replace  existing  buildings  generally  at  their  existing  locations.  These  changes  are  not 
found  to  create  potential  cumulative  visual  impacts.  In  addition,  the  GGPCA  DEIR  on  pp.  62- 
66  addresses  visual  effects  of  other  Proposition  J  projects  and  found  that  the  changes  would 
not  significantly  affect  visual  quality  in  the  Park  nor  have  adverse  visual  quality  effects. 
Taken  together,  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  other  changes  in  the  Concourse  area  would  not  have 
cumulative  adverse  effects  on  visual  quality. 

DEIR  Section  III  C,  Historic  Resources,  discusses  cumulative  effects  of  Music  Concourse  area 
projects  on  DEIR  pp.  98-99.  That  section  addresses  potential  cumulative  historic  resource 
effects  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  the  proposed  CAS,  and  the  GGPCA  Projects: 
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These  cumulative  changes  [other  than  Phase  II]  would  retain  important  character 
defining  features  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  the  Music  Concourse,  and  the  Rhododendron 
Dell.  The  individual  compatibility  of  each  project  and  the  continuity  of  use  in  the 
Music  Concourse  vicinity  suggest  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  projects  would  not 
threaten  the  California  Register  eligibility  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  the  Music  Concourse, 
or  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  (DEIR,  p.  99) 

While  Phase  II  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  would  threaten  the  California  Register  historic 
eligibility  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  the  other  Concourse  area  projects  would  not  have  further 
cumulative  adverse  effects  on  historic  resources. 


For  information,  the  following  text  is  added  on  DEIR  p.  98,  after  the  fourth  paragraph: 

As  noted  on  p.  25  of  An  Evaluation  of  the  Potential  Effect  of  the  Proposed  New 
DeYoung  Museum  on  the  Proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  District,  the  New 
De Young  Museum  would  not  adversely  affect  individually  eligible  or  distinctive 
features  located  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  museum,  as  a  building,  is  not  a  contributor 
to  the  significance  of  the  Park  as  a  designed  landscape,  though  the  Museum  as  an 
institution  is  considered  to  have  contributed  enormously  to  the  vitality  of  San  Francisco 
as  the  city's  prime  repository  of  fine  art.  For  the  existing  Museum  to  be  replaced  by  a 
building  which  is  similar  to  it  in  everything  but  style  would  not  impair  the  Concourse 
precinct  and  would  not  diminish  the  importance  or  significance  of  the  Park  in  any  way. 

The  following  text  replaces  the  last  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  98  continuing  on  DEIR 
p.  99: 

Page  &  Turnbull  prepared  An  Evaluation  of  the  Potential  Effect  of  the  Proposed 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  on  Historical  Resources.  As  concluded  on  p.  1 18  of 
the  CAS  DEIR,  the  Page  &  Turnbull  report  found  that  the  proposed  CAS  would 
maintain  important  features  of  the  Park  and  Music  Concourse  vicinity  including 
topography,  landscaping,  circulation  patterns,  structures,  and  monuments.  The  loss  of 
existing  Park  fabric  would  include  the  removal  of  a  complex  of  1 1  CAS  buildings  and 
several  trees  that  would  be  replaced.  However,  the  draft  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic 
District  nomination  lists  CAS  overall  as  a  contributing  feature.  This  is  based  on  the 
presence  of  CAS  as  an  institution  in  the  Park.  Replacement  with  a  new  CAS  building 
would  maintain  the  integrity  of  location  of  the  institution.  As  discussed  above,  the  new 
building  would  not  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  The  project 
would  not  affect  Golden  Gate  Park's  eligibility  for  the  National  or  California  Registers. 
The  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  the  proposed  Golden 
Gate  Park  National  Historic  District. 

DEIR  Section  III.D,  Transportation,  includes  analysis  of  traffic  conditions  including  the 
conditions  that  will  exist  on  completion  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  CAS.  These  latter 
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conditions  are  called  the  "Baseline"  conditions.  DEIR  pp.  121-144  present  Baseline  and 
Baseline  Plus  Project  conditions  for  traffic,  parking  and  transit  and  identifies  adverse  effects. 
DEIR  p.  153  presents  the  basis  of  the  year  2015  Cumulative  conditions: 

By  2015.  it  is  anticipated  that  there  would  be  changes  to  the  existing  transportation 
network  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  which  were  included  in  the  analysis  of 
the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  operations.  These  changes  were  part  of  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  include  the  reconfiguration  of  the  Kennedy /Kezar 
intersection,  the  closure  of  Waller  Street  and  the  closure  of  the  Seventh 
Avenue/Lincoln  Way  entrance. 

The  future  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  were  based  on  the  work  for  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  EIR.  A  1.0  percent  per  year  increase  in  traffic  volumes 
at  the  study  intersections  outside  Golden  Gate  Park,  and  a  0.5  percent  per  year  increase 
at  the  study  intersections  within  the  Park  were  applied  to  the  Existing  traffic  volumes 
for  the  future  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes.  Since  these  growth  rates  were  applied 
to  the  existing  intersection  volumes,  they  would  account  for  the  additional  vehicle  trips 
generated  by  the  New  de Young  and  the  new  CAS.  Changes  to  routing  to  account  for 
the  garage  entry/exit,  closure  of  Tenth  Avenue,  surface  parking  removal,  and  the 
above  roadway  changes  were  made  to  the  resulting  volumes  to  obtain  the  2015 
Cumulative  with  Garage  Phase  I  and  2015  Cumulative  with  Garage  Phase  II  traffic 
volumes. 

DEIR  pp.  153-162  presents  traffic  conditions  for  Year  2015,  using  growth  factors  developed 
for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR.  As  concluded  on  DEIR  p.  208: 

Year  2015  cumulative  conditions  at  Park  Presidio/Fulton,  Kennedy /Stany an, 
King/Crossover,  and  Lincoln/1 9th  would  result  in  intersection  Levels  of  Service  E  or 
F,  a  significant  adverse  cumulative  effect.  No  mitigation  measures  that  would  avoid 
those  unacceptable  Levels  of  Service  have  been  identified.  However,  traffic  conditions 
resulting  from  the  proposed  project,  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  would  not  make  a  considerable 
contribution  to  this  significant  unavoidable  impact. 

DEIR  Section  III . E,  Noise,  also  reviews  future  traffic  noise  levels  with  Baseline  and  with  Year 
2015  conditions,  based  on  the  Baseline  and  2015  cumulative  transportation  analyses.  Table 
22,  Existing  and  Future  Noise  Levels,  DEIR  p.  168,  presents  noise  conditions  for  eight  road 
segments,  for  weekday,  Saturday  and  Sunday  times,  for  Existing,  Baseline,  Baseline  with 
Phase  I,  Baseline  with  Phase  II,  and  2015  Cumulative  Plus  traffic  volumes.  DEIR  pp. 
173-174,  "Cumulative  Noise  Effects,"  concludes  that  cumulative  noise  impacts  would  not  be 
significant. 
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DEIR  Section  III.F,  Air  Quality,  also  analyzes  future  Baseline  and  Year  2015  air  quality  ^ 
effects,  based  on  the  traffic  analysis.  Tables  24  and  25,  DEIR  pp.  184-185,  present  one-hour  | 
and  eight-hour  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  modeled  for  Existing,  Existing  Plus  Phase  I 
(including  Baseline  volumes);  Existing  Plus  Phase  II,  and  2015  Cumulative  Plus  traffic  i 
volumes.  DEIR  pp.  188-190,  "Cumulative  Effects,"  reviews  cumulative  air  quality  effects, 
and  concludes  these  effects  would  not  be  significant.  I 

The  DEIR  is  consistent  with  Public  Resources  Code  Division  13,  the  California  Environmental 

i 

Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Section  21065  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15165  as  to  definition  of  i 

the  "Project"  presented  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  1-28,  which  describes  | 

i 

the  whole  of  the  actions  proposed  by  the  GGPCA  that  would  result  in  physical  environmental  > 
effects.  The  DEIR  has  been  prepared  consistent  with  Public  Resources  Code  Division  13 
Sections  21083  and  21087,  which  specify  the  development  of  guidelines  for  the 
implementation  of  CEQA  by  the  State  Office  of  Planning  and  Research. 

One  comment  refers  to  a  concern  expressed  to  the  City  Attorney  that  a  single  study  for  the 

cumulative  impacts  on  all  of  the  related  projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  be  prepared.  The  \ 

City  Attorney's  office  responded,  in  a  letter  of  October  10,  2002,  that  such  a  single  study  was 

not  necessary  under  CEQA.  This  letter  is  provided  on  the  next  page.  I 

General  Comments  on  the  EBR. 
Comments 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  dated  December  14,  2002  ("DEIR").  As  you 

know,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  sponsoring  a  rebuilding  project  that  is  analyzed 

in  a  forthcoming  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Throughout  the  planning  process,  the 

Academy  has  worked  closely  with  the  City  and  the  Concourse  Authority  in  coordinating  the 

two  projects.  We  have  also  participated  in  the  Concourse  Authority's  public  process,  including 

the  review  of  the  project  and  the  various  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIR.  In  general,  the 

Academy  finds  the  DEIR  to  be  accurate  and  complete  regarding  the  Academy  project 

description  and  assumptions.  In  terms  of  compatibility,  the  Phase  I  project  has  been  designed 

taking  into  account  the  new  Academy  plan  and  is  consistent  with  our  project.  (J.  Patrick 

Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California  Academy  of  Sciences)  i 

I  have  been  involved  in  monitoring  the  actions  of  the  Concourse  Authority  for  the  past  three 
(3)  years  and  my  experiences  leads  me  to  believe  that  the  Concourse  Authority  is  either 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Office  of  the  City  Attorney 


.  Dennis  J.  Herrera 
&    City  Attorney 


October  10,  2002 


KATE  HERRMANN  STACY 
DEPUTY  CITY  ATTORNEY 


Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park 

P.O.  Box  170051 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117-0051 

Re:      Projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  Area  of  Golden  Gate  Park 

Dear  Ms.  Miller  and  Messrs.  Willis  and  Duderstadt: 

The  City  Attorney  has  asked  that  I  respond  on  his  behalf  to  your  recent  letter  expressing 
your  view  that  one  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  should  be  prepared  for  the  three  proposed 
projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  Area  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  While  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  would  not  prohibit  a  decision  to  combine  all  three  projects  for  analysis  in  one 
EIR,  CEQA  does  not  require  the  City  to  so  combine  the  projects.  CEQA  requires  the  City  to 
examine  the  cumulative  effects  of  a  proposed  project  in  combination  with  other  proposed  projects 
in  the  area.  The  Arviv  Enterprises,  Inc.  v.  South  Valley  Area  Planning  Comm'n  decision 
addressed  a  situation  where  a  developer  had  evaded  the  requirement  to  prepare  an  EIR  by 
submitting  applications  to  construct  21  houses  at  different  times,  in  essence  "piecemealing"  his 
project  into  smaller  projects  that  could  be  exempted  from  the  requirement  to  prepare  an  EIR  under 
CEQA.  In  contrast,  the  three  projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  Area  are  distinct,  independent 
projects  with  different  project  sponsors  and  schedules.  One  project  could  proceed  quickly,  while 
another  could  take  years  to  complete.  The  City  has  prepared  or  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  an 
EIR  for  each  project.  Under  CEQA,  each  EIR  should  analyze  the  cumulative  impacts  of  all 
projects  in  the  area.  There  is  no  attempt  here  to  evade  the  CEQA  requirement  to  prepare  an  EIR. 

In  San  Francisco,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  has  the  authority  to  determine  the  level 
of  appropriate  environmental  review  for  each  project.  I  do  not  believe  that  a  decision  to  prepare 
three  separate  EIRs,  rather  than  one  combined  EIR,  for  the  three  separate  projects  in  the  Music 
Concourse  Area  violates  CEQA. 


Very  truly  yours 


DENNIS  J.  HERRERA 
City  Attorney  / 


cc:  Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 


City  Hall  •  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place.  Room  234  San  Francisco,  Caupornia  94 102-091 7 
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deficient  in  its  responsibility  to  the  citizens  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  or  is  purposely 
thwarting  the  intent  of  Proposition  J  on  a  selective  basis.    (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

The  Music  Concourse  Community  Partnership,  the  secretive,  non  profit  corporation  which 
steers  the  parking  garage  project,  appears  to  be  a  charitable  organization  that  will  operate  a  for 
profit  enterprise  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  There  is  a  serious  lack  of  transparency  in  the 
relationship  and  dealings  between  the  MCCP  and  the  Concourse  Authority.  This  is  a  matter  of 
great  concern  to  San  Franciscans  such  as  myself  who  expect  local  governmental  agencies  to 
protect  and  preserve  the  commons,  and  who  do  not  approve  of  this  stealth  privatization  of 
Golden  Gate  Park.    (Stephen  Willis) 

The  Planning  Association  Board  of  Directors  fully  endorses  the  comments  regarding  the  above 
DEIR  which  were  sent  to  you  by  the  North  Park  Neighbors  Association  on  16  January  2003. 
(Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

As  described  below,  this  DEIR  is  inadequate,  fails  to  address  many  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  project,  ...    (Jennifer  Fox) 

This  draft  EIR  proposes  many  changes  that  will  affect  the  quality  of  life  not  just  within  Golden 
Gate  Park  but  also  within  the  broader  surrounding  neighborhoods.  Some  basic  issues  are 
ignored  in  this  document,  which  are  very  crucial  to  the  Inner  Sunset  District  and  areas  South 
of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Failure  to  act  on  these  issues  now  will  result  in  consequences,  which 
have  the  potential  to  affect  tens  of  thousands  of  residents,  employees  and  visitors  in  the  south 
of  park  area.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  Rolf  D.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

The  above  referenced  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  seriously  deficient  and  flawed  in 
so  many  areas  that  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  enumerate  and  respond  to  them  all.  (Ronald 
Konopaski,  DDS) 

The  Golden  Gate  Heights  Neighborhood  Association  believes  that  significant  issues  were 
ignored  in  the  DEIR  that  will  affect  residents  South  of  the  Park,  and  that  the  DEIR  is 
inadequate.  We  generally  endorse  the  attached  commentary  on  the  DEIR  for  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Concourse  Authority's  projects.    (Frank  Noto,  Board  Member,  Golden  Gate  Heights 
Neighborhood  Association) 

There  are  a  number  of  ERRORS  and  OMMISSIONS,  some  minor,  many  major,  which  must 
be  corrected  before  the  Concourse  Garage  DEIR  can  be  accepted  as  an  accurate  document. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  a  product  of  the  Utopian  park  age.  It  was  designed  and  its  construction 
began  in  the  1870s.  Henry  Ford  didn't  perfect  the  assembly  line  until  about  1916,  1920,  so 
the  park  is  actually  20  excuse  me  50  years  older  than  the  automobile.  So  what  we're  —  we're 
trying  to  force  something  into  the  park  that  its  designers  never  envisioned  it  having  to  do.  In 
order  to  do  this,  we  have  to  invest  the  time,  the  money,  the  effort,  the  expertise  in  order  to  see 
that  we  create  something  that  that  meets  our  goals  and  the  neighborhoods  can  live  with.  The 
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Draft  EIR  at  this  point  does  not  accomplish  that  goal.  It  needs  more  time.  It  needs  more 
work.    (Tom  Harriman) 

You  have  received  a  letter  from  an  associate  previously  regarding  the  violations  of  CEQA, 
addressing  the  actual  statutory  points  and  authorities  that  will  be  the  basis  for  any  future  legal 
action  against  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    (Steve  Willis) 

I  think  you  have  to  agree  that  that's  not  a  responsible  document.  That's  a  document  that  is  just 
trying  to  fast  track  the  garage.  It's  just  in  service  of  the  vision  of  the  museum  and  the  people 
who  want  to  build  the  garage.  That's  not  what  the  purpose  of  an  EIR  is  supposed  to  be.  It's 
really  supposed  to  be  analyzing  this  project  in  a  responsible  way  and  an  honest  way  what  its 
impacts  are  going  to  be.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

The  declarations  include  conclusions  of  the  EIR  that  are  highly  speculative  and  obviously 
designed  to  hide  the  real  impacts  and  exaggerate  the  favorable  expectations.  The  Phase  II 
concept  is  only  a  tool  to  offer  a  false  hope  of  some  mitigation;  however,  it  cleverly  diverts  the 
responsibility  away  from  the  project  sponsor,  and  effectively  it  will  never  be  built.  There  is  no 
mitigation  there.  There  are  also  many  inherent  problems  in  Phase  II  which  are  glossed  over. 
The  mitigation  proposals  offered  in  the  EIR  are  really  only  cosmetic  and  of  little  real  effect.  It 
does  not  conform  to  Proposition  J  in  many  ways.    (Ronald  Konopaski) 

I'm  here  to  at  least  say  that  I  object  to  the  garage.  I  especially  object  to  the  Draft  EIR  as  it  is 
because  it  doesn't  really  adequately  address  the  issue,  which  is  our  parks  should  not  be 
parking  lots,  but  a  pedestrian  oasis.  I  ask  you  to  support  that  concept  and  not  pollute  our 
parks  with  more  cars,  our  neighborhoods  as  well.    (Carolyn  Blair) 

Let  me  make  it  clear  that  although  we  are  opposed  to  the  garage,  we  are  in  favor  of  mitigating 
efforts  such  as  traffic  calming  and  bicycle  improvements.  After  having  reviewed  the  draft 
EIR,  we  believe  that  if  these  plans  are  implemented,  the  areas  surrounding  the  concourse  will 
become  an  automobile  oriented  landscape,  becoming  that  much  more  familiar  with  the  city, 
with  pollution,  noise  and  congestion. 

San  Francisco  residents  did  vote  for  Proposition  J  in  1998.  However,  we  believe  that  its 
current  plan  does  not  hold  true  to  the  intent  of  the  original  proposition.    (Joshua  Hart) 

As  a  11  year  resident  of  San  Francisco  and  member  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  I 
value  Golden  Gate  Park.  I  live  in  this  City  because  I  can  live  here  without  owning  a  car  and 
live  near  a  park  that  hasn't  been  taken  over  by  cars.  I  look  forward  to  receiving  your  response 
to  my  comments,  but  much  more  importantly,  I  hope  you  and  your  department  address  my 
comments  with  responsibility  to  the  requirements  of  the  EIR  process.  This  DEIR  is 
inadequate,  fails  to  address  many  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  does  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  is  not  consistent  with  Proposition 
J,  voted  upon  by  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

We  are  writing  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Concourse  on  behalf  of  the  Cole  Valley  Neighborhood  Association.  Our 
neighborhood  lies  directly  to  the  east  of  the  Park  and  is  greatly  effected  by  decisions  made  in 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  _     „  „  Final  EIR 

  C&R-21   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
General 


the  Park.  Not  only  is  the  DEIR  insufficient  because  it  is  not  comprehensive,  but  it  is 
inconclusive  or  misleading  in  areas  that  effect  our  neighborhood,  some  of  which  we  have 
listed.  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

The  comments  assert  that  information  in  the  DEIR  is  incomplete,  that  the  DEIR  would  require 
substantial  new  information  and  analysis  to  meet  the  standards  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  and 
that  notice,  recirculation  and  public  review  of  a  revised  EIR  are  necessary  prior  to 
certification.  The  general  comments  above  do  not  include  specific  comments  on  the  DEIR 
content  itself.  This  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document  does  clarify,  amplify  and 
make  other  modifications  to  the  DEIR  in  response  to  specific  comments.  However,  none  of 
these  changes  include  significant  new  information  that  would  require  recirculation  for 
additional  public  review  and  comment  under  the  standard  set  forth  in  State  CEQA  Guidelines 
Section  15088.5.  Therefore  the  DEIR  does  meet  the  standards  set  forth  in  state  and  local  law 
for  environmental  analysis. 

Comment 

The  goals  of  Proposition  J  to  create  a  friendlier  environment  for  cultural  and  recreation  users 
is  clearly  one  that  the  Department  is  supportive  of.  We  feel  that  the  efforts  of  the  Concourse 
Authority,  especially  the  new  Intra-Park  Shuttle,  have  already  yielded  significant 
improvements  to  the  Park. 

However,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  a  number  of  matters  raised  in  the  DEIR  that  we  feel 
need  to  be  more  thoroughly  investigated.  Those  matters  fall  into  the  following  broad  areas: 

•  The  historic  integrity  of  the  features  of  the  Music  Concourse 

•  The  historic  integrity  of  park  landscape  features,  including  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and 
the  landscape  from  JFK  to  Fulton  Street  between  7th  and  1 1th  Avenues 

•  The  impacts  of  the  displacement  of  traffic  from  the  Music  Concourse  into  other  areas 
of  Golden  Gate  Park 

•  The  impacts  of  construction  staging  and  traffic 

(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 
Response 

The  specific  comments  submitted  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  addressed  in  this 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  as  noted: 
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Historic  Resources,  C&Rpp.  90-124 
Transportation,  C&R  pp.  125-253 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Consistency  of  the  Project  with  Proposition  J 

Comments 

The  HANC  Board  believes  that  the  voters  supported  the  so  called  "Golden  Gate  Park 
Revitalization  Act"  (Proposition  J)  because  they  supported  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music 
Concourse  mandated  by  Proposition  J.  The  will  of  the  voters  is  being  ignored  to  make  way 
solely  for  a  privately  constructed  (financed  by  Warren  Hellman)  garage  that  will  generate 
more  traffic  and  will  permanently  degrade  Golden  Gate  Park.  Many  questions  about  increased 
traffic  and  adhering  to  Proposition  J  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  must  be  answered 
before  the  EIR  can  be  adopted.    (Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn, 
President) 

Importantly,  the  Concourse  Plan  supports  the  use  of  alternative  transportation  to  the 
Concourse,  including  convenient  stops  in  the  Concourse  for  the  new  free  intra-park  shuttle  and 
MUNI.  Furthermore,  having  the  intra-park  shuttle  will  allow  those  who  need  or  want  to  drive 
to  the  park  to  leave  their  automobiles  in  park  areas  that  are  remote  from  the  concourse—areas 
that  now  have  very  few  parked  cars— and  take  the  shuttle  to  the  Concourse. 

I  am  including  a  copy  of  Prop  J  for  those  of  you  who  need  to  refer  to  it.  In  contrast  to  what 
was  said  by  one  individual  at  today's  hearing,  Prop  J  had,  as  one  of  the  main  purposes  of 
creating  a  Concourse  Authority,  that  the  "Authority  shall  have  all  of  the  rights,  powers, 
privileges,  immunities,  authorities  and  duties  necessary  or  appropriate  to:  "(a)  locate,  acquire, 
design,  construct,  reconstruct,  operate,  use,  lease,  maintain  and  repair  an  underground  public 
parking  facility...,  located  within  or  near  the  Concourse  of  the  Park  ...  etc."    (Ann  Lanzerotti, 
M.D.) 

...does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  is  not  consistent 
with  Proposition  J,  voted  upon  by  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

There  is  no  definition  of  the  Pedestrian  Oasis  in  the  document.  Proposition  J  mandated  the 
creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  and  merely  authorized  the  construction  of  a  garage.  This  is  not  a 
fine  distinction;  this  is  the  language  of  Proposition  J.  The  Pedestrian  Oasis  must  be  studied  as 
a  part  of  the  project;  otherwise,  Phase  I  alone  (the  construction  of  the  garage)  cannot  be  said 
to  be  in  conformance  with  Prop  J. 

The  first  principal  purpose  of  Proposition  J  was  the  creation  of  a  pedestrian  oasis.  The  DEIR 
does  not  mention  Pedestrian  Oasis,  thus  does  not  define  it  or  describe  it.  DEIR  reference  in 
the  Summary  section  to  an  "increased  number  of  pedestrians"  is  not  substantiated.  Current 
pedestrian  paths  and  the  changes  to  these  paths  are  not  evaluated  in  the  document.  The 
graphics  are  inadequate  in  that  they  do  not  show  the  current  and  the  future  pedestrian  network. 
(Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 
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SPEAK  demands  that  the  "proposed  project"  being  studied  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  truly  a 
combination  of  Phase  I  (building  the  garage)  and  Phase  II  which  would  build  a  new  roadway 
that  allows  for  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  and  would  still  link  neighborhoods  north  and  south  of  the 
Park.  We  want  to  see  that  the  full  intention  of  Proposition  J  is  achieved.  Otherwise,  we  will 
end  up  with  the  garage  which  attracts  more  cars  than  ever  to  the  Park,  the  reconstruction  of 
the  current  roadways  as  before,  and  with  no  relief  in  the  form  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis.  (Marc 
Duffett,  President,  SPEAK) 

The  DEIR  for  the  Concourse  Authority  Projects  does  not  sufficiently  address  the 
environmental  impacts  and  contains  numerous  inadequacies  both  in  its  methodologies  and  in  its 
presentation  of  factual  data.  As  you  correctly  note,  Proposition  J  authorized  the  creation  of  the 
Concourse  Authority  to  "(1)  create  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden 
Gate  Park,  situated  between  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Science  (the 
'Concourse')  and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park  while  still 
providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable,  and  convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the  Park, 
including  its  cultural  institutions."  The  proposed  project(s)  do  neither,  and,  if  approved,  would 
prevent  the  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis,  and  increase  rather  than  decrease  the  impacts  of 
automobiles  in  the  park,  while  providing  none  of  the  transit-first  improvements  recommended 
in  Prop.  J.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance 
for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  principal  purpose  of  Prop.  J  was  to  "create  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  in  the  Concourse"  and 
"reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park"  The  concept  of  the  Pedestrian  Oasis  was 
encouraged  by  campaign  literature,  which  showed  no  cars  in  the  Concourse,  and  funding 
request  literature  from  the  De  Young  Museum  continues  to  show  a  car-free  Concourse. 

The  proposed  project  not  only  effectively  prevents  the  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  (what  the 
voters  thought  they  were  voting  for  in  1998),  but  will  instead  increase  the  presence  as  well  as 
the  visibility  of  automobiles  in  the  park  and  contribute  to  a  substantial  degradation  of  the  park 
environment.  Prop.  J  called  for  planning  appropriate  to  the  park  environment,  with  separation 
of  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic  with  the  intent  of  "revitalizing"  the  Concourse  area  as  a 
grand  public  space.  The  proposed  plan  does  little  more  than  increase  automobile-related 
infrastructure  in  the  park,  and  massively  favors  vehicular  traffic  over  pedestrians,  bicycles, 
and  transit. 

When  the  voters  voted  for  Proposition  J  in  1998,  they  voted  for  the  transformation  of  the 
Concourse  into  a  pedestrian  space.  The  Concourse  is  not  merely  the  bowl,  but  the  entire  area 
between  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Science  (as  defined  by  Prop  J)  and  the 
area  between  JFK  Drive  and  MLK  Drive  (as  shown  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan). 
The  proposed  roadway  configuration  would  maintain  the  existing  automobile-oriented  one-way 
circular  loop  around  the  Concourse  is  not  compatible  with  the  idea  of  making  the  Concourse 
into  a  Pedestrian  Oasis.  The  proposal  to  allow  the  institutions  to  use  the  rim  of  the  Concourse 
as  primary  drop-off  and  loading  zone  for  vehicular  traffic  is  also  a  contradiction  of  Prop.  J. 
The  effect  of  the  loading  impacts,  described  in  pp.  146-147  of  the  DEIR  which  calls  for  430 
and  400  ft  long  loading  zones  to  accommodate  parking  for  up  to  12  tour  buses  or  30  private 
automobiles,  is  itself  a  negation  of  the  whole  idea  of  the  Pedestrian  Oasis. 
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Insofar  as  the  proposed  projects  maintain  similar  conditions  to  those  presently  existing,  where 
passengers  in  private  automobiles  are  to  be  dropped  off  and  picked  up  in  passenger  zones  in 
front  of  the  institutions,  current  plans  contradict  directly  the  1998  voter's  mandate  to  transform 
the  Concourse  area  into  a  Pedestrian  Oasis.  The  proposal  to  maintain  the  rim  area  as  primary 
drop  off  and  loading  zone  for  tour  buses  and  school  buses  (most  of  which  are  diesel  powered), 
which  after  dropping  off  their  passengers  will  loop  around  the  bowl  and  proceed  to  the  tour 
bus  parking  lot  (p.  147),  effectively  transforming  the  Music  Concourse  into  a  glorified 
driveway,  with  continuous  and  serious  traffic  impacts  throughout  the  entire  surface  level  of  the 
Concourse  inconsistent  with  the  general  concept  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  front  door  access  to  the  institutions,  the  other,  unrelated  cross-park 
traffic  remains  within  the  Concourse,  perpetuating  and  increasing  the  very  vehicle/pedestrian 
conflicts  that  Prop  J  was  to  resolve  with  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis. 

The  DEIR  contention  that  the  existing  automobile  circulation  patterns  are  part  of  the  historical 
character  of  the  Music  Concourse  is  not  tenable.  Built  at  the  time  of  the  1894  Exposition  as  the 
centerpiece  of  a  proud  civic  space,  the  roadways  did  not  serve  cars.  The  current  circulation 
patterns  are  the  result  of  steady  encroachment  of  automobile  traffic  into  the  park,  related  to  the 
expansion  of  a  more  generalized  automobile  culture,  and  resulting  in  the  current  drive-through 
configuration  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  which  is  in  fact  similar  to  many  other  regional,  State  and 
National  parks.  It  was  the  general  state  of  affairs  which  the  Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  and 
Proposition  J  were  all  meant  to  address,  affirming  citizen's  desire  to  create  a  more  pedestrian- 
oriented  park  where  cars  would  have  less  impacts.  The  Concourse  Authority's  proposed 
projects  will  do  nothing  more  than  further  the  inroads  of  private  automobiles  into  the  park  and 
further  impact  the  historical  and  aesthetic  quality  of  the  Music  Concourse.    (Steven  Willis, 
Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

PAGE  35  CONSISTENCY  WITH  PLANS  AND  POLICIES 
Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998. 

"Proposition  J,  was  intended  to  address  the  need  for  capital  improvements  in  the  Music 
Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  well  as  the  importance  of  developing  and 
implementing  a  comprehensive  "transit  first"  transportation  and  parking  management  plan  for 
the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the  Park. " 

The  project  as  presented  is  directly  contradictory  to  the  city's  'transit  first'  policies  in  that  it 
increases  auto  use  to  the  Park  while  doing  nothing  to  improve  transit  or  further  it's  use. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Prop  J.  requires  the  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis 

Prop  J  requires  that  entrances  and  exits  to  the  garage  be  from  outside  the  park 
Prop  J  requires  the  Authority  to  act  to  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  park 
Prop  J  requires  the  implementation  of  a  transit-first  planning 
Prop  J  requires  conformity  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan 
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(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Since  there  is  no  reduction  in  the  flow  of  commuter  vehicles  through  the  Park  via  the 
Concourse,  and  one  of  the  tunnels  would  be  permanently  erased,  there  is  no  prospect  of  a  true 
pedestrian  oasis.    (Eileen  Ellis) 

I  fear  that  even  the  current  level  of  access,  for  those  of  us  who  see  the  park  as  an  car  free 
urban  oasis,  will  be  degraded  by  the  destruction  of  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnels.  This  was 
NOT  the  intent  of  Prop  J.    (Kurt  W.  Shuck) 

The  opening  sentence  misrepresents  the  purpose  of  Proposition  J,  which  authorized  building 
the  garage.  Prop  J  stated  that  its  main  purpose  was  "to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music 
Concourse...  and  to  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  park."  It  only 
authorized  construction  of  a  garage  insofar  as  one  could  be  built  in  service  of  these  goals. 

However,  your  opening  sentence  does  not  reflect  this  fact.  Instead,  the  opening  sentence  of  the 
DEIR  reads:  "In  1998,  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  J  ...  to  construct  an 
Underground  Parking  Facility  within...  the  Concourse  area  [emphasis  added]." 

This  opening  sentence,  as  written,  gives  an  unmistakable  impression  of  bias,  which 
overshadows  the  entire  document.  In  order  to  eliminate  this  impression  of  bias,  the  opening 
sentence  needs  to  be  rewritten  to  reflect  the  true  wording  of  Prop  J. 

The  destruction  or  alteration  of  the  historic  pedestrian  tunnels  in  the  Concourse  is  absolutely 
unacceptable  and  should  not  be  allowed.  It  flies  in  the  face  of  Prop  J's  promise  to  create  a 
"pedestrian  oasis"  in  the  Concourse,  by  destroying,  rather  than  enhancing  pedestrian 
infrastructure.  In  fact,  the  whole  project,  as  currently  envisioned,  will  greatly  increase  danger 
to  pedestrians  in  the  Concourse.  This  is  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  terms  of  Prop  J. 

I  would  also  like  to  correct  what  seems  to  me  to  be  a  misconception  about  the  purpose  of  Prop 
J.  Prop  J  did  not  mandate  the  construction  of  a  garage.  It  authorized  the  construction  of  a 
garage.  The  only  two  things  that  are  mandated,  which  are  stated  right  at  the  beginning  of 
Prop  J,  are  the  creation  of  the  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  music  concourse  and  the  reduction  of 
automobile  traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

A  garage  is  only  supposed  to  be  built  if  it  can  be  built  in  service  of  those  two  goals.  And  I 
think  it's  very  important  for  everyone  on  the  commission,  everyone  in  this  room  to  understand 
that,  because  I've  ~  because  it  seems  there  are  misconceptions  about  this.  To  that  point,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  on  page  S-l  of  the  EIR,  the  very  first  sentence  of  your  document 
states  that  Prop  J  was  approved  to  construct  an  underground  parking  facility.  It  makes  it  seem 
that  that  was  the  purpose  of  Prop  J  and,  in  fact,  that  is  a  misleading  opening  statement  to  the 
EIR.  If  you  don't  change  anything  else  about  the  EIR,  I  think  you  should  change  the  opening 
statement.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

In  a  moment  a  letter  from  Dr.  Kociolek  is  going  to  be  read  to  you.  In  it  he  describes  some  of 
the  demographics  of  the  Academy's  visitors.  Those  statistics,  demographics  will  illustrate  the 
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need  for  appropriate  access  for  pedestrians,  families,  school  groups,  seniors  and  also  access 
for  vehicles,  the  buses  and  vans  that  get  those  people  to  the  main  entrance  of  the  Academy. 
The  Academy  believes  that  Phase  I  has  been  designed  to  take  into  account  the  plans  for  the 
new  Academy  as  well  as  the  New  de Young  and  will  also  greatly  enhance  the  experience  of  all 
visitors  to  the  concourse.    (Martha  Kropt) 

The  principal  purpose  of  Proposition  J  was  the  creation  of  a  pedestrian  oasis.  The  DEIR  does 
not  define  it  or  describe  it.  The  Prop  J  literature  and  the  current  de  Young  Museum's  website 
(www.thinker.org)  show  an  area  without  cars.  But  all  design  alternatives  presented  in  the 
document  retain  the  roadways  for  auto  traffic  circling  the  concourse.  Alternatives  that  provide 
for  a  car-free  concourse  must  be  included  in  a  complete  document.  (Joan  Downey,  President, 
Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

In  summary,  some  comments  state  that  Proposition  J  only  authorizes  and  does  not  mandate  the 
construction  of  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  in  or  about  the  Concourse  area,  that 
Proposition  J  mandates  the  creation  of  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Concourse  area,  and  that 
creation  of  the  pedestrian  oasis  intended  under  Proposition  J  requires  either  the  elimination  of 
all  traffic  within  the  Concourse  area  or  elimination  of  through-traffic  in  the  Concourse  area. 
Some  comments  suggest  that  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Transportation 
Implementation  Plan  (TIP)  as  presented  and  analyzed  in  the  DEIR  are  not  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  Proposition  J,  and  therefore  the  DEIR  is  inadequate. 

Other  comments  state  that  construction  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  is  infeasible;  that, 
in  addition  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  itself,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the 
proposed  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences  would  continue  to  need  drop-off  and  pick-up 
access  to  their  institutions  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  for  private  automobiles 
and  buses  to  serve  the  public,  including  children,  seniors  and  the  disabled;  that  closure  of  the 
Concourse  area  to  north-south  through  traffic  without  the  Underground  Through  Street  would 
create  undesirable  traffic  conditions  elsewhere  in  the  Park;  and  that  the  Phase  I  Projects  would 
enhance  the  scenic  and  recreational  enjoyment  of  the  Concourse  Area  through  the  provision  of 
traffic  calming,  pedestrian  improvements  and  landscaping. 

The  following  response  addresses  the  consistency  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  with  Proposition  J 
and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  on  the  assumption  that  only  Phase  I,  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility,  and  the  Transportation  Implementation  Program  (TIP)  elements  (DEIR, 
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pp.  17-24)  are  implemented.  (See  also  the  discussion  on  C&R  p.  1  regarding  the  status  of 
Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  in  relation  to  project  goals.) 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  1-3,  Project  Objectives,  summarizes  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act,  Proposition  J,  approved  by  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  in 
1998.  As  stated  on  DEIR  pp.  1-3,  Proposition  J  authorized  and  directed  the  creation  of  the 
GGPCA  to  implement  a  number  of  objectives.  As  stated  in  DEIR  p.  1,  these  objectives 
include: 

(1)  Create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park, 
situated  between  the  de Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Science  (the  'Concourse') 
and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park  while  still  providing 
long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the  Park, 
including  its  cultural  institutions. 

To  accomplish  its  objective  and  complete  its  mission,  the  Authority  is  authorized  and 
empowered  by  Proposition  J  to  complete  three  major  elements: 

1)  Design,  construct,  and  operate  an  Underground  Parking  Facility  of  not  less  than 
800  spaces  nor  more  than  1000  spaces  located  within  or  near  the  Music 
Concourse,  with  a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits)  situated 
outside  the  Park; 

2)  Design  and  implement  improvements  of  the  Concourse  to  enhance  its  natural 
and  scenic  landscape;  and 

3)  Design  and  implement  traffic,  transit,  and  infrastructure  plans,  programs, 
policies,  goals,  and  improvements  relating  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the 
remainder  of  the  Park  necessary  or  appropriate  to  facilitate  a  park  that  is 
accessible  to  all  of  the  public. 

This  Project  Description  information  correctly  reflects  the  text  of  Proposition  J. 

The  GGPCA  has  been  proceeding  with  a  planning  process  to  meet  its  objectives  under 
Proposition  J,  and  developed  a  specific  project  description  for  public  review  as  presented  in 
Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  1-28.  The  Project  Description  includes  the  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Transportation  Implementation  Plan  (TIP),  both  of  which 
are  explicit  elements  of  Proposition  J.  As  shown  in  the  excerpts  from  Proposition  J  compiled 
at  the  end  of  this  response,  the  GGPCA  construes  Proposition  J  to  include  a  number  of 
potentially  competing  purposes,  policies,  principles,  objectives,  and  missions  that  must  be 
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balanced  and  reconciled.  The  GGPCA  proposes  to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Concourse 
area  while,  at  the  same  time,  accommodating  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  assuring 
long-term,  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  to  the  Park  as  a  whole,  and  to  the  Concourse 
institutions  in  particular,  by  all  forms  of  transportation,  including  private  automobiles,  tour 
buses  and  public  transit.  The  GGPCA  believes  that  the  GGPCA  Projects  reconcile  and 
balance  the  objectives  noted  below  by  reducing,  but  not  eliminating,  vehicle  traffic  on  Tea 
Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  as  a  consequence  of  a  parking  facility  entry  and  exit  at 
Tenth  Avenue  outside  the  Park,  and  by  providing  traffic  calming,  pedestrian  and  landscape 
improvements  in  the  Concourse  area.  The  proposed  elimination  of  surface  parking  within  the 
Concourse  area,  the  narrowing  of  roads  within  the  Concourse  area,  the  replacement  of  former 
parking  and  roadway  pavement  with  landscaped  areas,  and  the  measures  the  institutions  are 
taking  are  all  intended  to  contribute  to  the  creation  of  a  pedestrian  oasis  that  would  not  deprive 
the  institutions  of  surface  access. 

The  DEIR  appropriately  reviews  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects,  as  required  by  CEQA.  Also,  DEIR  Chapter  VI,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project, 
reviews  a  range  of  alternatives  for  vehicle  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  and 
provides  information  to  the  public  and  decision  makers  on  approaches  to  meeting  the  goals  of 
Proposition  J  to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis,  reduce  the  impact  of  the  automobile,  and  provide 
access  to  the  Park  for  all  visitors. 

Proposition  J  does  not  define  "pedestrian  oasis."  Therefore,  the  decision  makers  listed  on 
DEIR  pp.  27-28  will  have  to  discern  the  meaning  of  "pedestrian  oasis"  and  determine  the 
consistency  of  the  Phase  I  Projects  with  Proposition  J  by  measuring  the  Phase  I  Projects 
against  all  of  the  principles,  objectives,  purposes,  and  policies  of  Proposition  J  as  a  whole. 
Many  of  the  noted  principles,  objectives,  purpose  and  policies  are  set  forth  in  the  excerpts 
from  Proposition  J  that  are  included  at  the  end  of  this  response.  This  need  for  future  decision 
making  does  not  make  the  DEIR  incomplete  or  inadequate. 

Project  consistency  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  is  addressed  in  the  response  on 
C&R  p.  59.  Section  10  of  Proposition  J  requires  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  to 
proceed  expeditiously  with  the  adoption  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  requires 
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the  Concourse  Authority  to  act  consistent  with  the  goals  and  objectives  of  that  Plan.  Section  10 
of  Proposition  J  establishes  as  a  policy  of  the  People  of  the  City  and  County  that  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  adopt  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan  in  a  manner  consistent  with  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility  contemplated  by  Proposition  J.  Should  the  decision  makers  determine  there  is  an 
inconsistency  between  Proposition  J  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  Section  10  of 
Proposition  J  empowers  the  Concourse  Authority  to  recommend  amendments  to  the  Master 
Plan  which  would  restore  consistency  and  also  establishes  as  a  policy  of  the  People  of  the  City 
and  County  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall 
proceed  to  amend  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  as  contemplated  by  Proposition  J. 

Proposition  J  also  requires  that  the  "revitalized  Concourse  shall  conform  in  shape  and 
elevation  to  its  present  configuration,  and  specifically,  the  construction  of  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  shall  not  result  in  any  material  rise  in  the  grade  of  the  Concourse,  to  the 
extent  it  is  reasonably  feasible  to  maintain  the  existing  grade."  As  described  in  the  DEIR,  the 
Phase  I  elements  of  the  garage  would  not  materially  alter  the  shape,  grade,  or  elevation  of  the 
Concourse  Bowl. 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  50,  discussing  the  current  status  of  landscape  and  other 
surface  improvements  plans  in  the  Concourse  under  consideration  by  the  GGPCA  and  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

The  following  excerpts  are  included  from  Proposition  J.  The  full  text  of  Proposition  J 
(Consolidated  Primary  Election  June  2,  1998)  is  codified  in  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Appendix  41  and  also  is  available  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street  in 
the  files  for  this  project. 

Section  1  of  Proposition  J  states,  in  part: 

The  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park  centers  around  a  public  park  that  is  scenically 
beautiful,  environmentally  sensitive  and  culturally  diverse.  It  includes  healthy  and 
thriving  institutions  that  have  long  been  an  integral  part  of  the  Park,  particularly  the 
M.H.  de  Young  Memorial  Museum  (the  "de  Young  Museum")  and  the  California 
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Academy  of  Sciences.  It  includes  restoring  the  natural,  scenic  and  recreational  values 
that  have  made  Golden  Gate  Park  a  green  jewel  of  the  City.  It  also  includes  making  the 
Park  accessible  to  all  San  Franciscans  from  all  neighborhoods  and  by  all  forms  of 
transportation,  including,  by  way  of  example  only,  the  Municipal  Railway,  bicycles 
and  automobiles,  subject  to  the  provisions  set  forth  in  this  ordinance,  so  that  residents 
and  visitors  alike  are  able  to  use  and  enjoy  the  institutions  and  natural  settings  of  the 
Park.  Creating  a  sustainable  Park  is  the  goal  of  this  ordinance,  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  and  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 

The  principal  purposes  of  this  ordinance  are  to  (1)  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the 
Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  situated  between  the  de  Young  Museum 
and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  (the  "Concourse")  and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impact 
of  automobiles  in  the  Park  while  still  providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable 
and  convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the  Park,  including  its  cultural  institutions. 

An  underground  public  parking  facility  within  or  near  the  Concourse  with  a  dedicated 
entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits)  outside  of  the  Park  will  enhance  such  public 
access.  It  will  also  minimize  the  potential  conflict  between  recreational  enthusiasts  and 
automobile  traffic  within  the  Park,  including  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  abutting 
roads.  The  construction  of  such  an  underground  parking  facility  will  allow  surface 
parking  spaces  now  located  in  and  about  the  Concourse  to  be  permanently  eliminated, 
thereby  improving  recreational  uses  and  scenic  values  of  such  portions  of  the  Park. 

This  ordinance  authorizes  and  directs  the  creation  of  a  non-profit  public  benefit 
corporation  named  the  "Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority,"  which  will  have  the 
objective,  under  the  auspices  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  to  beautify  and 
enhance  the  natural  and  scenic  landscape  of  the  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  to  assure  access  by  the  public  to  the  Park.  To  this  end,  the  corporation  shall  be 
granted  specific  duties  and  powers,  including  the  duties  to  construct  and  operate  an 
underground  parking  facility  in  or  about  the  Concourse  area,  to  improve  and  landscape 
the  surface  area  of  the  Concourse,  to  determine  a  dedicated  access  route  (or  routes)  to 
and  from  the  underground  parking  facility  beginning  at  a  location  or  locations  outside 
of  the  Park,  as  further  provided  in  this  ordinance. 

[....] 

Transit  is  as  important  to  the  future  of  the  Park  as  parking  is  to  assure  access  to  the 
Park  for  all  San  Franciscans.  This  ordinance  authorizes  the  Concourse  Authority  to 
take  actions  necessary  to  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  that  detract  from  the 
natural,  scenic  and  environmental  attributes  of  the  Park.  It  is  recognized  the  garages 
can  create  more  traffic  congestion  in  the  Park  and  surrounding  areas.  It  is  also 
recognized  that  the  development  and  support  of  necessary  and  appropriate  transit, 
traffic  and  infrastructure  improvements  can  successfully  address  these  critical  concerns 
to  benefit  Park  users,  neighbors  and  the  overall  Park  experience.  To  these  ends,  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  shall  be  specifically  charged  with  developing 
and  completing  a  feasibility  and  implementation  and  "transit  first"  plan  within  one  year 
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after  its  formation,  in  conjunction  with  other  appropriate  City  departments  and 
commissions,  as  further  provided  in  this  ordinance. 

The  Concourse  Authority,  moreover,  will  be  mandated  to  work  with  appropriate  City 
departments  and  commissions  to  implement  improvements,  such  as  intra-park  shuttles, 
"traffic-calming"  strategies  and  neighborhood  sensitive  policies,  through  funds 
dedicated  to  these  improvements,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance. 

Section  2  of  Proposition  J  states,  in  part: 

The  objective,  purpose  and  scope  of  jurisdiction  of  the  Authority  shall  be  to  beautify 
and  enhance  the  natural  and  scenic  landscape  of  the  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate 
Park.  Its  primary  mission  is  to  assure  access  by  all  San  Franciscans  to  the  Park  and  to 
provide  environmental  and  transit  improvements  to  enhance  the  experience  of  visitors 
to  the  Park. 

Further,  Section  2  of  Proposition  J  states,  in  part: 

In  furtherance  of  the  general  purpose  and  objective  described  above,  the  Authority  shall 
have  all  of  the  rights,  powers,  privileges,  immunities,  authorities  and  duties  necessary 
or  appropriate  to: 

(a)  locate,  acquire,  design,  construct,  reconstruct,  operate,  use,  lease,  maintain  and 
repair  an  underground  public  parking  facility  of  not  less  than  eight  hundred 
(800)  spaces  nor  more  than  one  thousand  (1,000)  spaces,  located  within  or  near 
the  Concourse  of  the  Park  with  an  entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits) 
situated  outside  of  the  Park  and  dedicated  exclusively  for  the  underground 
parking  facility,  together  with  any  and  all  physical  improvements  related  to  such 
underground  parking  facility  and  dedicated  access  routes  (collectively,  the 
"Underground  Parking  Facility"),  which  shall  serve  the  recreational  uses  and 
institutions  in  the  Park,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  de  Young  Museum, 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  the  Strybing 
Arboretum  and  Botanical  Garden  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  and  which  shall 
comply  with  the  construction  and  operation  requirements  contained  in  Section  7 
of  this  ordinance; 

(b)  design,  construct,  reconstruct,  landscape,  improve,  enhance,  maintain  and 
repair  surface  improvements  to  the  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to 
enhance  its  natural  and  scenic  landscape,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
landscaping,  and  furniture,  fixtures,  equipment  and  structures  suitable  for  a 
park  setting,  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  7  of  this  ordinance;  and 

(c)  study,  recommend  and,  working  with  appropriate  City  departments  and 
commissions,  implement  traffic,  transit  and  infrastructure  plans,  programs, 
policies,  goals  and  improvements  relating  to  the  Concourse  area  and  the 
remainder  of  the  Park  as  necessary  or  appropriate  to  facilitate  a  park  that  is 
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accessible  to  all  of  the  public,  including,  without  limitation,  families,  children 
and  young  people,  seniors,  and  persons  with  disabilities,  and  is  safe  for  all 
recreational  users,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  preparation  of  a  feasibility  and 
implementation  plan  as  provided  in  Section  8  of  this  ordinance. 

The  power  of  the  Authority  to  enact  transit  and  environmental  improvements  shall  be 
guided  by  the  following  principles:  (1)  priority  shall  be  given  to  increasing  transit 
options  within  the  Park  that  are  "clean,"  including,  without  limitation,  shuttle,  bicycle 
and  other  like  forms  of  transportation;  and  (2)  equal  priority  shall  be  given  to  measures 
that  address  and  alleviate  traffic  congestion  within  the  Park  and  neighborhoods 
bordering  the  Park. 

Section  7  of  Proposition  J  states,  in  part: 


In  the  design  and  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
restoration,  the  Concourse  Authority  shall  abide  by  the  following  principles:  (1)  the 
visual  character  of  the  Concourse  surface,  particularly  the  areas  upon  which  surface 
parking  is  eliminated,  shall  be  enhanced  and  improved  to  increase  the  natural,  scenic 
and  landscape  values  of  the  Park;  (2)  above  grade  physical  improvements  required  for 
the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  such  as  air  vents,  shall  be  concealed  and  blended  in 
with  the  natural  landscape  to  the  maximum  extent  possible;  and  (3)  unless  otherwise 
specified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  revitalized  Concourse  shall  conform 
in  shape  and  elevation  to  its  present  configuration,  and,  specifically,  the  construction  of 
the  Underground  Parking  Facility  shall  not  result  in  any  material  rise  in  the  grade  of 
the  Concourse  to  the  extent  it  is  reasonably  feasible  to  maintain  the  existing  grade;  and 
(4)  the  surface  of  the  Concourse  shall  also  be  improved  for  pedestrian,  disabled  and 
transit  access. 

Comment 

Project  Scope:  The  scope  of  the  project  is  vague.  A  specific  description  accompanied  by 
illustrations  of  the  project  area  that  clearly  define  (1)  the  space  that  will  be  impacted  by  this 
project  and  (2)  the  land  the  Concourse  Authority  is  responsible  for  during  and  after 
construction  (for  mitigation  purposes)  would  be  extremely  helpful.  (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San 
Francisco  Beautiful ) 

Response 

Proposition  J,  Section  I  generally  defines  "The  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park, 
situated  between  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  ('the  Concourse')". 
Proposition  J  further  defines  the  authority  of  the  GGPCA  to  implement  and  develop  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  in  or  about  the  Concourse,  as  well  as  to  work  with  other 
agencies  to  implement  improvements  in  other  areas  of  the  Park. 
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The  DEIR  describes  the  GGPCA  Projects  in  relation  to  the  Concourse  and  other  areas  of  the 
Park,  and,  as  appropriate,  presents  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  that  would  apply  to  the 
Concourse  and  other  areas  of  the  Park  and  nearby  areas.  For  example,  see  DEIR  Figure  3, 
Proposed  Project  Site  Plan,  Phase  I,  DEIR  p.  7,  which  illustrates  the  area  of  the  proposed 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  associated  surface  improvements. 

Access  to  Underground  Parking  Facility  via  Academy  Drive 
Comments 

Proposition  J  stated  that  all  of  the  entrances  and  exits  to  the  garage  were  to  come  from  outside 
the  park.  A  garage  entrance  inside  the  park  will  only  increase  the  amount  of  automobile  traffic 
in  the  park.    (Jason  Gibbs  &  Nghia  Hoang) 

The  design  contradicts  the  requirements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  General 
Plan  for  San  Francisco,  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  Proposition  J. 
Proposition  J  states  that  entrances  and  exits  to  the  garage  shall  be  located  outside  the  Park  to 
minimize  the  conflict  between  recreational  enthusiasts  and  automobile  traffic,  yet  one  of  the 
entrance/exits  will  be  located  on  Concourse  Drive,  just  west  of  the  Academy.    (Eileen  Ellis) 

Also,  according  to  Proposition  J,  all  garage  entrances  and  exits  will  be  located  outside  the 
park.  Please  explain  why  the  project  is  allowed  to  violate  Proposition  J?    (Haight  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

The  current  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  Projects  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not  fully  analyze  the  impact  of  the  garage  and 
does  not  rule  out  design  features  that  violate  Proposition  J  and  would  significantly  degrade  the 
pedestrian  experience  and  safety  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  single  biggest  issue  with 
the  current  plan  is  the  unneeded  second  entrance  to  the  garage  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  Not 
only  is  it  a  violation  of  Proposition  J,  but  it  also  would  cause  the  removal  of  the  historic 
South- West  pedestrian  tunnel,  ruin  historic  pedestrian  paths,  increase  automobile  traffic 
significantly  within  the  park,  and  void  any  attempts  at  creating  a  "pedestrian  oasis".  Therefore 
the  second  entrance  to  the  garage  and  the  resulting  effects  cannot  be  considered  an  acceptable 
environmental  impact. 

It  should  be  noted  that  even  though  the  second  garage  entrance  and  associated  removal  of  the 
pedestrian  tunnel  is  considered  to  be  the  worst  pedestrian  related  problem  of  the  DEIR,  the 
other  negative  impacts  must  also  be  addressed.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San 
Francisco) 

Garage  Entrance  Inside  the  Park,  Rather  Than  Outside  It    (Patrick  Barron) 

With  a  proposed  garage  entrance  inside  the  Park,  the  plan  is  inconsistent  with  Prop  J. 
Proposition  J  states  that  the  garage  should  be  built  with  "a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or 
entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  the  park,"  The  current  plan  is  to  have  two  entrances,  one 
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at  10th  Ave  and  Fulton,  and  the  other  inside  the  Concourse  off  of  Academy  Dr.  The  DEIR 
removes  any  mention  of  the  original  Prop.  J  language,  or  entrances  and  exits.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

Proposition  J  called  for  garage  entrances  OUTSIDE  THE  PARK.  This  has  not  been  faithfully 
executed.    (Patrick  Myall) 

Having  an  entrance  to  the  garage  from  inside  the  Concourse  off  Academy  Drive  goes  against 
the  wishes  of  the  voters  who  passed  Proposition  J,  which  says  that  entrances  and  exits  should 
be  outside  the  park.    (Sherry  Boschert) 

Prop.  J  allows  the  construction  of  an  underground  garage  "with  an  entrance  and  exit  outside  of 
the  Park  and  dedicated  exclusively  for  the  underground  parking  facility".    (Jim  Iwersen  & 
RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

Furthermore,  contrary  to  Proposition  J,  the  project  proposes  a  second  garage  entrance/exit 
within  the  Park,  when  only  the  one  entrance/exit  outside  the  Park  was  authorized.  Thus, 
without  Phase  II,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  of  the  garage  will  actually  worsen  the 
"oasis"  that  the  Music  Concourse  represents  today  by  bringing  in  more  cars  and  more  people. 

The  Garage  will  contribute  to  automobile  use  of  the  Park  by  having  a  second  entrance-exit 
WITHIN  the  Park  (not  authorized  by  Prop  J),    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Proposition  J  states  that  the  garage  should  be  built  with  "a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or 
entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  the  park."  The  current  plan  is  to  have  two  entrances,  one 
at  10th  Ave.  and  Fulton,  and  the  other  inside  the  Concourse  off  of  Academy  Dr.  The  DEIR 
removes  any  mention  of  the  original  Prop.  J  language,  "or  entrances  and  exits."  If  the  intent 
was  to  ensure  that  "at  least"  one  entrance  would  be  outside  the  park,  then  Prop.  J  would  have 
stated  that.  In  addition,  an  entrance  inside  the  Music  Concourse  will  draw  additional  traffic 
into  a  part  of  the  park  that  is  meant  to  become  a  "pedestrian  oasis."    (Leah  Shahum, 
Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Furthermore,  Prop  J  appears  not  to  permit  the  garage  entrance  in  the  Concourse  because  it 
states  "with  an  entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  of  the  Park  and 
dedicated  exclusively  for  the  underground  parking  facility.  This  alternative  will  meet  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  Prop  J  principle  purposes  and  it  should  be  studied  to  see  if  it  results  in  any 
unacceptable  traffic  problems.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra 
Club) 

Garage  Entrance  Inside  the  Park  (DEIR  Pages:  S-l) 
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Proposition  J  states  that  the  garage  should  be  built  with  "a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or 
entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  the  park."  The  current  plan  is  to  have  two  entrances,  one 
at  10th  Ave.  and  Fulton,  and  the  other  inside  the  Concourse  off  of  Academy  Dr.  The  DEIR 
removes  any  mention  of  the  original  Prop.  J  language,  "or  entrances  and  exits.  If  the  intent 
was  to  ensure  that  "at  least"  one  entrance  would  be  outside  the  park,  then  Prop.  J  would  have 
stated  that.  {Geoff  Jones) 

[Proposition  J  states]  Section  1.  [Short  Title,  Policies,  Purposes]  -  "An  underground  public 
parking  facility  within  or  near  the  Concourse  with  a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances 
and  exits)  outside  of  the  Park  will  enhance  such  public  access.  It  will  also  minimize  the 
potential  conflict  between  recreational  enthusiasts  and  automobile  traffic  within  the  Park, 
including  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  abutting  roads.") 

Additionally,  the  Authority  is  empowered;  "to  determine  a  dedicated  access  route  (or  routes) 
to  and  from  the  underground  parking  facility  beginning  at  a  location  or  locations  outside  of  the 
Park,  as  further  provided  in  this  ordinance." 

Section  2.  [Establishment  of  the  Authority,  Duties  and  Powers  of  the  Authority]  -  "(a)  locate, 
acquire,  design,  construction,  reconstruct,  operate,  use,  lease,  maintain  and  repair  an 
underground  public  parking  facility  of  not  less  than  eight  hundred  (800)  spaces  nor  more  than 
one  thousand  (1,000)  spaces,  located  within  or  near  the  Concourse  of  the  Park  with  an 
entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  of  the  Park  and  dedicated  exclusively 
for  the  underground  parking  facility." 

The  vehicle  entrance  WITHIN  the  Park  and  Concourse  is  a  violation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan,  the  San  Francisco  City  Plan,  and  of  Prop  J  as  voted  into  law  by  the  citizens  of 
San  Francisco  in  1998.  Additional  [sic]  understand  that  several  individuals  who  were  directly 
involved  in  the  drafting  of  Prop  J  are  prepared  to  testify  that  no  entrances  within  the  Park  was 
a  prime  goal  of  Prop  J.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE    Final EIR 

  C&R-37   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Project  Description 


Proposition  J  states  that  the  garage  should  be  built  with  "a  dedicated  entrance  and  exit  (or 
entrances  and  exits)  situated  outside  the  park."  The  current  plan  is  to  have  two  entrances,  one 
at  10th  Ave.  and  Fulton,  and  the  other  inside  the  Concourse  off  of  Academy  Dr.  The  DEIR 
removes  any  mention  of  the  original  Prop.  J  language,  "or  entrances  and  exits"  to  hide  the  fact 
that  the  current  design  is  actually  in  violation  of  Prop.  J  and  the  intent  of  voters.  If  the  intent 
was  to  ensure  that  "at  least"  one  entrance  would  be  outside  the  park,  then  Prop.  J  would  have 
stated  that.  We  are  concerned  that  entrances  to  the  parking  garage  inside  the  park  will 
negatively  impact  the  safe  circulation  of  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  inside  the  park.  (Amanda 
Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

Prop  J  specifically  prohibits  any  entrance  or  exit  to  the  garage  from  being  sited  inside  the 
park;  however  the  current  plans  call  for  locating  one  entrance  and  exit  inside  the  Music 
Concourse.  This  clearly  violates  the  terms  of  Prop  J  and  should  not  be  allowed  as  an 
alternative.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

A  second  garage  entrance  just  west  of  the  Academy  has  been  added  even  though  Prop  J  stated 
that  entrances  to  the  garage  would  be  outside  of  the  Park.  There  are  no  alternatives  in  the 
proposal  without  this  unnecessary  second  entrance  and  no  consideration  is  presented  of  how 
this  would  impact  the  9thAve  and  Lincoln  intersection.  This  would  bring  more  cars  into  the 
Park  and  that  is  contrary  to  Prop  J's  stated  goal  to  "reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the 
Park. "  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  is  the  public  agency  created  by  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  as  authorized  and  directed  by  Proposition  J  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  Proposition  J.  To  accomplish  the  purposes  of  Proposition  J,  one  of  the 
Authority's  three  primary  projects  under  Proposition  J  is  to  design  and  construct  an 
Underground  Parking  Facility  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  As  stipulated 
in  Section  2,  Proposition  J,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  have  "a  dedicated 
entrance  and  exit  (or  entrances  and  exits)  outside  of  the  Park. "  The  GGPCA  has  proposed  a 
design  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  with  at  least  one  entrance  and  exit  outside  the 
Park,  to  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  and  at  the  same  time  assure 
safe,  reliable,  and  convenient  access  to  the  Park  and  its  institutions  for  all  Park  visitors.  These 
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are  presented  as  Project  Objectives  on  DEIR  pp.  1-2,  as  being  consistent  with  Sections  1  and  2 
of  Proposition  J. 

As  discussed  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  28,  the  GGPCA  has  developed  a  Project  Description 
intended  to  respond  to  requirements  of  Proposition  J,  including  an  access  to  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  from  outside  the  Park.  That  Response  also  notes  that  GGPCA  believes  that 
the  various  goals  and  objectives  of  Proposition  J  are  to  be  balanced  and  reconciled,  including 
among  others,  reducing  vehicular  traffic  in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  alleviating  traffic 
congestion  in  neighborhoods  bordering  the  park,  as  well  as  providing  access  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  from  outside  the  Park.  The  Authority  proposes  the  second 
entrance  and  exit  at  Academy  Drive  because  such  an  entrance  would  enable  visitors  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  that  are  already  inside  Golden  Gate  Park  to  enter  the  facility 
without  having  to  first  exit  the  Park,  circulate  through  neighboring  streets  and  re-enter  the 
Park  via  an  entrance  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  which  would  be  accessible  only  from 
outside  the  Park.  A  second  entrance  and  exit  would  also  provide  alternative  access  in  the 
event  of  an  emergency . 

Further,  the  GGPCA  considered  potential  second  entrances  completely  outside  the  Park  to 
serve  the  parking  facility  from  the  south.  A  potential  route  would  be  from  Seventh  Avenue  at 
Lincoln  Way,  with  an  underground  roadway  below  Big  Rec  Ball  Field  and  Middle  Drive  East 
to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  The  ball  field  is  about  eight  feet  below  Lincoln  Way  and 
about  18  feet  below  Seventh  Avenue  south  of  Lincoln  Way.  An  underground  route  with 
adequate  clearance  for  vehicles  and  reconstructed  landscaping  would  be  at  least  15  feet  below 
the  field  surface.  Therefore,  the  Seventh  Avenue  ramp  with  a  maximum  12  percent  grade 
would  require  about  200  feet  to  minimize  disruption  of  the  ball  field.  In  order  to  accomplish 
this  grade  change,  the  ramp  would  need  to  begin  on  Seventh  Avenue  about  halfway  to  Irving 
Street  and  would  significantly  affect  access  and  parking  for  the  primarily  residential  frontage 
on  that  block.  Based  on  these  major  constraints,  the  GGPCA  did  not  further  consider  this 
alternative  for  a  second  access  from  outside  the  Park. 

Alternatively,  if  the  800-space  parking  facility  were  served  only  by  the  Tenth  Avenue/Fulton 
Street  access,  the  inbound/outbound  would  require  four  full  lanes  (compared  to  two  outbound  / 
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one  inbound  lane  proposed  with  Phase  I)  as  well  as  intersection  changes  on  Fulton  Street,  such 
as  additional  turning  lanes.  This  would  require  additional  right-of-way  at  Tenth  Avenue  and 
remove  Park  open  space  and  landscaping. 

Through  the  design  and  approval  process,  the  decision  makers  will  use  the  information  on  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  described  in  the 
EIR  to  make  conclusions  that  balance  the  potentially  conflicting  goals,  policies  and 
requirements  of  Proposition  J,  the  General  Plan,  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 


Analysis  of  Phase  II 
Comments 


I'll  make  some  page  references,  if  you  have  your  EIR  in  front  of  you.  It's  important  to  know 
the  distinction  between  Phase  One  and  Phase  Two.  The  project  is  actually  described  as  both 
Phase  One  and  Phase  Two  and,  in  fact,  that's  an  impossibility.    (Mary  Anne  Miller) 

But  in  any  case,  what  I  want  to  point  out  is  that  you  cannot  have  both.  If  you  have  phase  one, 
you  restore  around  this  beautiful  gem  of  a  music  concourse,  which  is  all  pedestrian  oriented  — 
you  restore  the  traffic  that  circles  and  circles .  With  phase  two  you  could  divert  the  traffic 
away,  but  you  can't  have  both. 

On  page  7  of  your  EIR  there  is  phase  one.  It  shows  that  after  the  parking  garages  are  built  in 
front  of  both  the  De  Young  and  the  Academy,  the  circulation  around  the  concourse,  which  is 
right  here  in  the  center  in  this  drawing  and  also  in  your  drawings  it's  right  in  the  center  —  the 
circulation  of  cars  will  be  just  the  same.  It  will  be  restored  the  same,  so  people  will  continue 
to  circle  around.  This  is  what  people  are  talking  about. 

Furthermore,  only  one  thing  is  funded.  Only  one  thing  is  real,  and  that  is  the  garage  itself. 
Phase  two,  which  would  divert  the  traffic  around,  is  sort  of  a  sop  thrown  out  to  the  community 
and  to  you,  the  decision-makers,  saying,  "This  is  really  isn't  a  bad  project.  This  will  never 
happen. "    (Mary  Anne  Miller) 

Please  understand,  all  decisions  for  every  aspect  of  this  project  have  been  directed  by  the 
Music  Concourse  Community  Partnership,  the  funding  body.  They  have  agreed  to  fund  only 
the  proposed  garage  as  presented  in  phase  one.  These  —  there  is  no  funds  to  create  phase  two, 
which  would  create  the  pedestrian  oasis  as  mandated  by  Prop  J  and  shown  in  their  literature  - 
to  create  the  pedestrian  oasis  that's  described.  The  public  process  is  being  subverted.  (Chris 
Duderstadt) 

Also,  I  would  hope  the  commission  looks  carefully  at  plans  for  a  through  road  either  below  or 
aboveground  from  Fulton  to  Middle  Drive.  While  the  concept  is  very  reasonable,  the  plan 
itself  needs  more  study  to  be  sure  that  the  road's  placement  doesn't  adversely  affect  the  park 
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or  the  architectural  or  the  functional  integrity  of  the  Academy  or  other  buildings  in  the  park. 
(Sandy  Under) 

There  are  also  references  to  the  "proposed  project"  that  make  the  very  DEIR  confusing  and 
misleading.  For  example,  the  alternatives  section  of  the  summary  makes  a  reference  to  the 
mitigations  for  Alternative  B  (Phase  I  Only)  being  "similar  to  Phase  I  with  the  project".  It  also 
states  that  the  cumulative  traffic  impacts  for  Alternative  B  (Phase  I  Only)  would  be  "similar  to 
the  project".  If  the  "project"  includes  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  then  this  is  clearly  impossible  and 
conflicts  with  other  parts  of  the  report,  such  as  the  summary  that  states  there  would  be  some 
different  impacts  associated  with  Phase  II.  This  further  illustrates  the  confusing  manner  in 
which  the  proposed  project,  the  ambiguous  "Phase  II",  and  the  various  alternatives  are 
presented.  Clearly  the  project  description  needs  to  be  revised  to  exclude  Phase  II,  which 
should  be  placed  with  the  other  alternatives  in  a  separate  "alternatives  analysis"  section  instead 
of  being  summarized  as  if  they  were  analyzed  at  the  same  level  of  detail.    (Steven  C.  Abrams, 
Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

The  inadequacy  of  this  EIR  at  a  basic  level  (the  misstatement  of  the  "proposed  project"  as 
truly  being  a  combination  of  Phase  I  and  II)  seems  to  indicate  further  study,  a  rewriting  of  the 
document  and  re-circulation  for  public  comment.  If  the  changes  are  made  as  they  should  be, 
re-circulation  is  required  by  CEQA. 

Combining  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  as  "the  proposed  project"  is  a  deception. 
The  proposed  project  is  described  as  having  Phase  I  and  Phase  II.  Phase  I  is  the  creation  of  the 
Garage  and  Phase  II  is  the  construction  of  an  underground  roadway  bypassing  the  Music 
Concourse  area  and  diverting  cars  from  it.  Because  there  is  no  funding  for  the  underground 
roadway  on  the  horizon,  especially  in  this  economically  down  period  and  due  to  the  failure  of 
Proposition  51,  it  is  highly  deceptive  to  consider  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  as  a  combined  project, 
Combining  a  project  which  is  a  certainty  with  one  that  is  entirely  unfeasible  financially  at  this 
time  and  for  the  near  foreseeable  future  constitutes  a  false  and  misleading  description  of  the 
project.  Phase  II  is  being  included  by  the  project  sponsor  in  order  to  appear  to  soften  the 
adverse  effects  of  Phase  I  and  pretend  to  mitigate  them.  Combining  Phase  I  with  the  illusory 
Phase  II  when  it  is  not  feasible  is  a  deception  of  the  public  and  the  decision-makers  and  a  false 
premise  upon  which  to  build  this  EIR. 

Therefore,  it  is  our  conclusion  that  the  EIR  should  describe  as  "the  proposed  project"  only 
Phase  I.  The  combined  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  project  should  be  described  as  an  Alternative.  In 
addition,  Phase  I  should  be  modified  to  exclude  any  entrances  and  exits  within  the  Park,  in 
conformance  with  Proposition  J.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

The  current  DEIR  should  address  Phase  I  only,  since  it  is  the  only  phase  of  the  project  that  is 
funded.  We  have  no  way  of  knowing  if  Phase  II  and  Phase  III  will  ever  be  funded,  and  if  they 
are,  how  different  they  will  be  from  your  DEIR  descriptions.    (Pat  Christensen) 

The  "proposed  project"  being  studied  in  the  EIR  is  a  combination  of  Phase  I  (building  the 
Music  Concourse  garage  itself)  and  Phase  II  (building  a  roadway  that  would  skirt  the 
Concourse  and  divert  north-south  traffic  from  the  Concourse  roadway  loop).  The  new 
roadway  that  is  proposed  in  Phase  II  would  divert  this  through  traffic  from  the  Music 
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Concourse  area,  but  still  serve  the  institutions  with  drop-off  and  emergency  access  to  their 
front  doors.  If  Phase  II  is  not  built,  the  current  roadway  system  will  be  reconstructed  as 
before.  The  current  roadway  is  comprised  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Concourse  Drive,  the 
two  roads  that  pass  in  front  of  the  two  institutions  (the  de Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of 
Sciences).  However,  not  only  does  this  roadway  loop  serve  the  two  institutions,  but  it  is  used 
by  thousands  of  commuters  every  day  who  have  no  destination  in  the  Park,  and  merely  use 
these  Park  roadways  as  a  north-south  passage  to  avoid  gridlock  traffic  on  Stanyan  Street. 

The  new  roadway  which  is  called  Phase  II  in  the  EIR  should  be  built  as  part  of  Phase  I  (the 
garage  construction).  The  Phase  II  roadway  would  divert  through  cars  away  from  the 
Concourse  and  permit  a  safer  pedestrian  environment  in  the  Concourse,  but  such  a  roadway  is 
unfunded  and  will  not  happen  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

No  public  money  may  be  expended  for  garage  construction  according  to  Prop  J,  and  there  is 
funding  at  this  time  only  for  the  garage  itself,  which  is  a  private  philanthropy  of  Warren 
Hellman.  No  design  for  the  engineering  of  this  roadway  has  been  done,  and  thus  no  one  knows 
how  much  the  new  roadway  would  cost.  If  there  were  an  estimate  for  the  construction  of  the 
new  roadway,  it  would  be  possible  to  seek  funding,  public  or  private.  No  EIR  should  be 
certified  which  leads  the  public  to  believe  that  a  roadway  plan  called  Phase  II  is  feasible  if 
indeed  it  is  not.    (Marc  Duffett,  President,  Speak) 

However,  we  find  that  Phase  II  and  Alternatives  C  and  E  to  be  in  conflict  with  Proposition  J. 
These  changes  to  the  Concourse  area  do  not  enhance  any  of  the  3  objectives  and  in  fact  are 
directly  contrary  to  objective  3  -  to  improve  and  ensure  access.  These  three  alternatives 
actually  restrict  access;  succeeding  only  in  cutting  the  Concourse  off  from  the  neighborhoods 
to  the  north  and  to  any  visitors  arriving  from  that  direction.  We  find  it  puzzling  that 
alternatives  contrary  to  Proposition  J  would  have  been  included  for  analysis  but  given  that  they 
have  been,  their  consistency  or  lack  thereof  with  the  intent  of  Proposition  J  should  be 
addressed.  We  strongly  urge  the  decision  makers  to  recognize  these  alternatives  as  being 
contrary  to  the  intent  of  Proposition  J.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker,  Fine  Arts 
Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Phase  II  improvements  are  not  funded  and  there  are  no  plans  to  fund  them. 

Phase  II  improvements  are  included  in  the  DEIR  yet  these  improvements  are  not  funded  and 
there  is  no  plan  to  pursue  such  funding.  Therefore  such  improvements  therefore  should  not  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  DEIR.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

I  had  the  opportunity  to  attend  the  hearing  on  January  23rd  at  City  Hall  that  discussed  the 
parking  garage  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Garage  opponents  made  some  very  specific  criticisms  of 
the  EIR  that  were  not  at  all  addressed  by  those  in  favor  of  it.  I  am  especially  concerned  that 
the  Phase  II  traffic  calming,  Muni,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements  will  not  be  funded  in 
the  foreseeable  fiscal  future,  and  that  all  we  will  end  up  with  is  a  garage  and  more  traffic,  and 
air  pollution  in  the  Park  for  years  to  come.    (Kurt  W.  Shuck) 
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This  DEIR  should  be  solely  focused  on  Phase  I,  the  Parking  Structure.  It  is  the  only  funded 
project  contained  within.  A  new  EIR  should  be  required  when  Phase  II  is  funded.  (Jim 
Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

The  framers  of  the  language  of  Proposition  J  included  as  a  principal  purpose  of  the  measure, 
the  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis,  because  without  such  mitigation,  building  an  800  to 
1,000-car  garage  in  a  major  public  park  would  have  significant  environmental  effects. 

The  only  way  actually  to  have  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  is  not  to  rebuild 
the  current  roadways  into  which  flow  hundreds  of  commuter  cars  every  peak  hour,  but  to 
divert  them  via  an  underground  roadway  as  proposed  in  Phase  II.  But,  again,  if  Phase  II  is 
unfeasible,  it  should  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

It  is  untenable  to  consider  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  as  a  combined  project,  when  only  Phase  I  is  a 
certainty  and  the  other,  Phase  II,  is  entirely  unfeasible  financially  and  will  likely  never 
happen.  It  is  not  permissible  to  introduce  the  illusion  of  Phase  II  in  an  attempt  to  soften  the 
effects  of  Phase  1 .  If  there  is  no  funding  for  the  underground  roadway  except  possibly  on  the 
remote  horizon,  then  Phase  II  which  would  divert  traffic  from  the  Concourse  and  permit  the 
creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  should  be  considered  in  the  Alternatives  section.  (Jennifer 
Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

The  Academy '  s  primary  concern  is  that  the  underground  through  street  remains  conceptual  in 
nature,  and  no  funding  source  has  been  identified.  Accordingly,  Phase  II  is  analyzed  only  very 
generally,  and  its  impacts  on  the  Academy  cannot  yet  be  fully  assessed. 

For  example,  the  DEIR  does  not  contain  any  scale  drawings  indicating  the  precise  location  or 
dimension  of  the  underground  alignment.  The  through  street  would  be  located  in  a  constrained 
area,  adjacent  to  the  Academy's  service  pathways,  and  in  close  proximity  to  the  Rhododendron 
Dell.  It  is  unclear  from  the  analysis  how  the  roadway  would  fit  without  disruption  to  the 
historic  landscape  and  without  conflicting  with  the  Academy's  operations. 

From  a  timing  perspective,  the  unfunded  status  of  Phase  II  means  that  it  would  likely  be 
constructed  after  the  new  Academy  is  already  built  and  open  to  the  public.  As  such,  there 
would  be  major  disruption  to  Academy  activities,  both  in  terms  of  staging  and 
construction-related  activities.  This  is  of  particular  concern  as  the  northeastern  Academy  wall 
has  been  designed  as  a  largely  transparent  facade  and  is  expected  to  be  a  significant  feature  in 
integrating  the  building  with  the  Park. 

In  sum,  although  the  Academy  has  no  objection  to  an  underground  through  street,  we  are 
concerned  about  the  conceptual  nature  of  the  proposal,  and  the  lack  of  design  details  and 
analysis  of  its  impacts  on  the  Academy.    (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director, 
California  Academy  of  Sciences) 
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The  Concourse  Authority  has  cleverly  adopted  the  Sierra  Club  proposal  as  "Phase  II"  and 
described  it  as  "an  unfunded  public  enhancement  to  the  GGPCA  Projects".  This  is  an  obvious 
ploy  to  use  "Phase  II"  as  a  means  of  mitigating  some  of  the  negative  impacts  of  the  project, 
while  at  the  same  time  excusing  the  Authority  and  their  sponsor  the  "Music  Concourse 
Community  Partnership"  from  any  responsibility  for  "Phase  II".  This  can  hardly  be 
considered  any  mitigation  at  all  since  it  is  very  doubtful  "Phase  II"  will  ever  happen. 
Furthermore,  "Phase  II"  itself  has  many  inherent  problems  which  are  not  adequately 
addressed  in  the  Draft  EIR.    (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

The  scope  and  studies  regarding  Phase  II  of  the  Projects  lack  much  detail  and  seem  to  be  an 
after-thought.  If  Phase  II  is  ever  initiated,  we  believe  that  a  separate  EIR,  or  at  least  a 
comprehensive  addendum  to  this  one,  should  be  required    (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning 
Association  for  the  Richmond) 

This  is  a  proposal  for  Phase  II  of  the  Concourse  projects,  currently  unfunded,  that  will  create  a 
new  underground  roadway  between  JFK  at  8th  Ave  to  Middle  Dr.  East,  necessitating  new 
tunnels,  retaining  walls,  and  the  destruction  of  a  historic  grove  of  windbreak  trees.  All  the 
Phase  II  alternatives  are  inadequately  analyzed,  and  seem  haphazardly  planned.  It  is  the 
SFBCs  position  that  constructing  a  separate  vehicle  tunnel  with  entrances  inside  the  park  will 
only  provide  a  "pedestrian  oasis"  in  the  Concourse  at  the  expense  of  worsening  conditions 
elsewhere  in  the  Park.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

The  DEIR  includes  some  discussion  of  how  it  may  be  difficult  to  prevent  traffic  from  entering 
the  Concourse.  The  Sierra  Club  suggests  appropriate  "No  Right  Turn"  and  "No  Left  Turn" 
signs  followed  by  radio  operated  gates  (similar  to  those  at  the  entrance  to  large  Piedmont 
estates).  The  voter  endorsed  concept  of  a  "pedestrian  oasis"  should  not  have  to  wait  for 
funding  for  a  roadway  which  is  not  included  in  the  proposed  project  and  for  which  there  is  no 
apparent  future  funding  source.  However,  the  DEIR  included  Phase  II  Alternate,  study  of  the 
underground  roadway  may  be  useful  for  a  surface  roadway  when  funding  is  found.  (Howard 
Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

The  impacts  of  Phase  II  are  inadequately  discussed  and  no  mitigations  are  presented. 

Mitigations  of  the  impacts  of  the  Phase  II  surface  roadway.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

The  Pedestrian  Oasis  mandated  by  Prop  J  must  be  created  as  part  of  the  construction  of  the 
garage.  A  roadway  which  would  divert  north-south  commuter  traffic  away  from  the  Concourse 
would  enable  such  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  to  be  created.  Since  in  order  to  create  a  Pedestrian  Oasis 
the  diversion  roadway  shown  in  Phase  II  would  actually  have  to  be  funded  and  constructed, 
the  Pedestrian  Oasis  may  never  happen.  Therefore,  because  there  is  no  funding  for  the  Phase 
II  roadway  now  or  in  the  foreseeable  future,  it  should  not  be  permitted  to  be  described  in  the 
EIR  as  part  of  the  project.  The  reality  is  that  Phase  II  is  needed  by  the  project  sponsors  in 
order  to  give  the  illusion  that  a  Pedestrian  Oasis,  as  mandated  by  Proposition  J,  is  included  in 
the  proposed  project.    (Marc  Duffett,  President,  SPEAK) 
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A  Pedestrian  Oasis  will  only  be  possible  if  a  vehicle  by-pass  is  provided  to  siphon  cars  away 
from  the  Concourse.  This  is  essentially  what  is  proposed  in  Phase  II.  Phase  II,  however,  has 
been  declared  financially  unfeasible,  for  the  present  and  for  the  immediately  foreseeable 
future.  Yet  the  proposed  project  is  a  combination  of  Phase  I,  the  construction  of  the  garage, 
and  Phase  II,  the  diversion  of  the  through  park  traffic  by  a  new  road  east  of  the  academy. 
(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

In  addition  to  our  request  that  you  object  to  this  insufficient  EIR,  we  also  note  that  later  phases 
of  construction,  including  the  development  of  a  pristine  pedestrian  oasis,  are  not  adequately 
defined  or  funded  at  all.  It  is  disingenuous  to  discuss  or  propose  mitigating  the  negative 
impacts  of  the  parking  garage  on  the  music  concourse  without  first  addressing  the 
unavailability  of  funding  and  the  consistent  lack  of  political  will  on  the  part  of  either  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  or  the  secretive  Music  Concourse  Community 
Partnership  to  follow  through  and  produce  a  pedestrian  oasis.    (Steve  Willis) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  the  Introduction  of  this  Comments  &  Responses,  the  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street  is  unfunded  and  would  have  an  unavoidable  significant  environmental  impact 
on  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  an  historic  resource.  For  these  reasons,  the  GGPCA  has  advised 
the  Planning  Department  that  it  now  proposes  to  implement  as  its  Preferred  Alternative  Phase 
I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  the  TIP  Elements.  The  GGPCA  does  not  propose  to 
implement  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  at  this  time.  Consequently,  Phase  II 
has  been  severed  from  the  project  and  would  not  be  treated  as  part  of  the  project  for  decision- 
making purposes.  However,  the  following  responds  to  comments  on  the  environmental 
analysis  of  Phase  II  in  the  DEIR. 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  1-28,  describes  the  GGPCA  Projects  in  detail  and 
identifies  three  major  components:  Phase  I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  DEIR  pp.  9-17; 
the  Underground  Through  Street,  DEIR  pp.  17-19;  and  the  TIP  elements,  DEIR  pp.  17,  20- 
24.  The  DEIR  separately  addresses  the  impacts  of  each  of  these  components  as  well  as  their 
cumulative  impacts: 

[T]he  GGPCA  projects  include  several  phases  or  elements.  Phase  I  would  be  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  associated  Concourse  surface  improvements;  Phase 
II  would  be  an  Underground  Through  Street  between  Kennedy  Drive  near  Eighth 
Avenue  to  Middle  Drive  East;  Phase  II  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  enhancement 
to  the  GGPCA  projects.  The  project  also  includes  implementation  of  transportation 
improvements  called  for  in  Section  8  of  Proposition  J.  The  EIR  analyzes  potential 
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impacts  of  the  projects  for  each  of  those  phases  or  elements,  as  appropriate. 
(DEIR,  p.  3.) 

The  DEIR  explicitly  states  that  "Phase  II  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  enhancement  to  the 
GGPCA  projects,"  DEIR  pp.  3  and  17.  The  description  and  depictions  of  Phase  I  make  clear 
that  the  Underground  Through  Street  is  not  a  part  of  Phase  I,  DEIR  pp.  9-17.  The  DEIR 
analyzes  the  impacts  of  Phase  I  separately  from  the  impacts  that  would  occur  were  both  Phase 
I  and  Phase  II  implemented  to  disclose  to  the  decision  makers  and  the  public  the  impacts  of 
Phase  I  without  Phase  II.  These  impacts  include  the  potential  continued  use  of  the  Concourse 
roadways  by  north-south  auto  circulation. 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  p.  17,  describes  the  Phase  II  elements  analyzed  in  the 
DEIR: 

With  the  intent  to  reduce  traffic  in  the  Concourse  area,  the  Sierra  Club  San  Francisco 
Group,  has  proposed  an  Underground  Through  Street  connecting  Fulton  Street  to 
Middle  Drive  East,  which  would  allow  for  through  traffic  to  be  restricted  or  eliminated 
from  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  The  proposed  Underground  Through 
Street  would  ramp  down  at  Eighth  Avenue  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  would  extend  beneath 
the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  and  alongside  the  east  side  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences,  where  it  would  ramp  up  to  Middle  Drive  East  (see  Figures  10  and  11).  The 
Underground  Through  Street  would  be  posted  with  a  15  mph  speed  limit.  This 
underground  street  would  not  provide  access  into  the  parking  and  would  be  intended  to 
reduce  cross-park  vehicular  traffic  through  the  Music  Concourse.  Phase  II  is  currently 
an  un-funded  public  enhancement  to  the  project. 

Figures  4,  10  and  11,  DEIR  pp.  10,  18  and  19,  illustrate  preliminary  plans  for  the  Phase  II  - 
Underground  Through  Street.  The  plans  include  a  potential  alignment  and  cross-section  for  the 
Underground  Through  Street,  consistent  with  circulation  goals  and  conditions  in  the 
Concourse  area.  The  preliminary  plan  for  the  through  street  would  be  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  Academy  of  Sciences  as  shown  on  Figure  4.  It  is  likely  that  further  design 
refinement  would  occur  before  implementation  of  Phase  II,  including  the  specific  alignment 
near  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  Phase  II,  at  the  present  time,  has  an  undefined  schedule  but 
would  be  expected  to  be  developed  after  completion  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  as 
noted  on  DEIR  p.  25. 

The  DEIR  includes  analyses  of  Phase  II  as  defined  in  the  Project  Description  for  each 
environmental  topic,  and  identifies  specific  effects  and  conclusions  for  those  impacts: 
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III.B,  Visual  Quality,  pp.  61-62  and  Figures  18  and  19; 
III.C,  Historic  Resources,  pp.  94-96; 

III.D,  Transportation,  pp.  131  and  135  and  Phase  II  impacts  in  Tables  9  through  11, 
pp.  132-134; 

III.E,  Noise,  p.  173  and  Phase  II  impacts  in  Table  22,  p.  168; 

m.F,  Air  Quality,  p.  186-187  and  Phase  II  impacts  in  Tables  24  and  25,  pp.  184-185. 

Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  also  identifies  Transportation  mitigation  and  improvement 
measures  for  Phase  II,  and  Historic  Resource  mitigation  measures  for  Phase  II.  Chapter  V, 
Significant  Effects,  finds  that  adverse  effects  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell  as  an  historic  resource 
would  be  an  unavoidable  significant  effect  of  Phase  II.  Chapter  VI,  Alternatives,  reviews 
Alternatives  D  and  E,  which  would  provide  a  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  or  surface 
through  street  with  different  circulation  patterns  and  environmental  effects.  Given  the  need  to 
align  the  entrance  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  with  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  to  the 
Park,  the  DEIR  could  not  identify  a  feasible  Phase  II  alternative  that  would  avoid  significant 
adverse  effects  on  the  historic  resources  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  area.  (Alternative  C  would 
limit  through  access  to  the  Concourse,  but  would  involve  Phase  I  only. 

Thus,  the  DEIR  discloses  information  related  to  the  environmental  effects,  mitigation 
measures,  and  alternatives  that  would  apply  to  Phase  II  as  currently  proposed. 

The  response  on  C&R  p.  28  notes  that  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  TIP,  and 
other  GGPCA  Projects  would  implement  the  requirements  of  Proposition  J;  completion  of  an 
Underground  Through  Street  is  considered  a  separate  enhancement  of  the  GGPCA  Projects 
and  not  a  required  element  under  Proposition  J.  The  DEIR  includes  one  proposed 
configuration  of  Phase  II,  as  well  as  several  alternative  alignments.  Phase  II  is  not  being 
considered  for  approval  at  this  time.  If  a  specific  proposal  for  Phase  II  were  to  be  considered 
for  approval  at  some  future  time,  decision  makers  would  consider  information  in  this  EIR, 
including  the  potential  unavoidable  significant  effects  and  the  range  of  alternatives  identified 
and  reviewed  herein.  The  decision  makers  would  also  have  to  find  that  this  EIR  adequately 
discloses  the  environmental  effects  of  the  Phase  II  proposal  before  them  at  that  time. 
Otherwise,  further  environmental  review  under  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15162  would  be 
required  before  they  could  act.  Section  15162  requires  further  environmental  review  if: 
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(1)  substantial  changes  are  proposed  in  the  project  which  will  require  major  revisions 
of  the  previous  EIR  or  negative  declaration  due  to  the  involvement  of  new  significant 
environmental  effects  or  a  substantial  increase  in  the  severity  of  previously  identified 
significant  effects; 

(2)  substantial  changes  occur  with  respect  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  project 
is  undertaken  which  will  require  major  revisions  of  the  previous  EIR  or  Negative 
Declaration  due  to  the  involvement  of  new  significant  environmental  effects  or  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  severity  of  previously  identified  significant  effects;  or 

(3)  new  information  of  substantial  importance,  which  was  not  known  and  could  not 
have  been  known  with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  at  the  time  the  previous  EIR 
was  certified  as  complete  or  the  Negative  Declaration  was  adopted,  shows  any  of  the 
following: 

(A)  the  project  will  have  one  or  more  significant  effects  not  discussed  in  the 
previous  EIR  or  negative  declaration; 

(B)  significant  effects  previously  examined  will  be  substantially  more  severe  than 
shown  in  the  previous  EIR; 

(C)  mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  previously  found  not  to  be  feasible  would  in 
fact  be  feasible,  and  would  substantially  reduce  one  or  more  significant  effects  of 
the  project,  but  the  project  proponents  decline  to  adopt  the  mitigation  measure  or 
alternative;  or 

(D)  mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  which  are  considerably  different  from  those 
analyzed  in  the  previous  EIR  would  substantially  reduce  one  or  more  significant 
effects  on  the  environment,  but  the  project  proponents  decline  to  adopt  the 
mitigation  measure  or  alternative. 

The  Planning  Department  would  make  a  determination  at  the  time  a  specific  proposal  for 
Phase  II  was  submitted  for  consideration  regarding  the  adequacy  of  environmental  information 
for  Phase  II,  and,  on  the  basis  of  the  factors  noted  in  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  could  require 
further  environmental  review  of  Phase  II,  possibly  in  the  form  of  a  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Improvements 
Comments 

DEIR  should  address  surface  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 
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Discussion  of  the  existing  transit  terminus  behind  the  bandshell  is  entirely  lacking  in  the  Draft 
EIR.  This  bus  lot  currently  is  the  access  for  the  majority  of  tourists  arriving  in  the  Park. 
Pedestrian  circulation  between  this  location  and  the  attractions  within  the  Park  must  be 
considered  to  insure  the  safety  of  our  city's  visitors  and  citizens. 

The  idea  of  developing  and  transforming  the  area  behind  the  bandstand  into  an  integrated 
"transit  point"  for  tour  buses  has  been  expressed  in  numerous  public  meetings.  Such  a  transit 
point  would  not  just  be  for  tour  buses,  but  would  serve  the  G-line  and  shuttle  buses,  e.g.,  from 
the  UCSF  parking  structure,  as  well.  The  bandshell  terminus  should  be  developed  as  an 
obvious  transit  point  possibility  in  the  EIR. 

Although  the  primary  intent  of  Prop.  J  is  to  create  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  and  reduce  the  impact  of 
automobiles  in  the  park,  the  Report  contains  no  analysis  of  how  the  proposed  pedestrian  areas 
connect  with  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnel  system  or  the  existing  pedestrian  rights  of  way 
connect  with  the  Music  Concourse  to  other  areas  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and  the  Japanese 
Tea  Garden,  Strybing  Arboretum  or  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers. 

No  pedestrian  plan  has  been  presented  in  the  DEIR.  There  are  not  diagrams  of  existing 
pedestrian  circulation.  There  is  no  proposed  pedestrian  circulation  plan  in  the  document  to 
show  the  pedestrian  circulation  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  in  relation  to  the  total  park 
environment.  The  DEIR  makes  the  unsubstantiated  statement  that,  "Overall,  pedestrian 
conditions  are  generally  acceptable  throughout  the  Park"  (p.  113).  Such  a  statement  clearly 
misrepresents  the  intent  of  Prop.  J,  which  recognized  that  existing  conditions  for  pedestrians 
are  not  acceptable.  This  is  why  Prop.  J  calls  for  the  creation  of  a  "Pedestrian  Oasis"  in  the 
Concourse  and  a  reduction  of  automobile  impacts  in  the  park.  There  is  no  basis  for  asserting 
that  existing  pedestrian  conditions  are  "generally  acceptable."    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne 
Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Landscaping  Efforts  Above  the  Garage:  The  DEIR  does  not  describe  how  non-paved  areas 
above  the  garage  pods  will  be  landscaped.  Since  the  Concourse  Authority's  consultants  have 
made  it  very  clear  that  once  the  parking  facility  is  constructed  a  significant  amount  of  paved 
roadway  will  be  returned  to  green  space,  we  suggest  that  the  EIR  include  a  landscaping  plan 
for  these  recovered  green  spaces.  SFB  is  concerned  that  the  soil  depth  in  landscaped  areas 
above  the  garage  pods  will  not  be  sufficient  to  plant  and  maintain  trees,  especially  in  front  of 
the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  building.  What  is  the  planned  soil  depth 
for  these  areas? 

In  addition,  the  existing  over-mature,  disease  prone  Monterey  Pines  located  above  the 
vehicular  and  pedestrian  tunnels  may  no  longer  be  appropriate  for  this  area.  We  suggest 
developing  a  preliminary  planting  plan  for  the  project  area  that  will  outline  and  illustrate 
replacement  vegetation  that  is  appropriate  for  the  area. 

Maintenance  Plans:  Ongoing  maintenance  of  the  project  elements  is  not  discussed  in  the 
DEIR.  What  entity (ies)  will  be  responsible  for  maintaining  the  various  aspects  of  this  project? 
(Dee  Dee  Workman,  San  Francisco  Beautiful ) 
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Response 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  agreed  to  coordinate  the  Concourse  restoration.  The 
Concourse  Authority  will  provide  financial  assistance  to  the  Department  in  that  regard. 
Concourse  restoration  is  currently  being  planned  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  in 
coordination  with  the  Concourse  Authority's  program  for  implementing  Proposition  J.  A  tree 
replacement  plan  and  grading  plan  would  be  coordinated  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  as  design  work  on  Concourse  restoration  continues.  The  program  includes 
surface  improvements,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  transportation  improvements. 
The  Concourse  restoration  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan 
and  Music  Concourse  Special  Area  Plan  (p.  13-3  of  the  Master  Plan)  and  would  include  the 
following  improvements: 

1.  Pavement  Removal:  With  all  surface  parking  removed  per  Proposition  J  and  with 
existing  roadways  to  be  narrowed,  approximately  125,000  square  feet  or  nearly  three 
acres  of  existing  pavement  will  be  replaced  with  landscape  or  pedestrian  areas,  walks, 
plazas,  and  other  features. 

2.  Turf  and  shrub  areas  would  be  restored. 

3 .  The  formal  tree  arrangement  in  the  Concourse  Bowl  would  be  restored  with  85  trees 
planted,  to  replace  trees  now  missing  in  the  formal  plantings  in  the  Music  Concourse. 

4.  New  amenities  such  as  benches  and  trash  receptacles  would  be  provided. 

5.  Fountains  would  be  restored. 

6.  Selected  statues  and  monuments  that  require  restoration  would  be  restored. 

7.  More  open  views  for  the  seating  area  in  front  of  the  Bandshell  would  be  created  to 
accommodate  events  there.  This  would  require  the  removal  of  about  seven  to  12  trees. 

8.  The  existing  paved  parking  area  behind  the  Bandshell  would  be  replaced  with  a 
landscaped  plaza  including  a  new  Park  information  kiosk  and  a  new  food  kiosk  with 
cafe  seating. 

9.  The  existing  tour  bus  parking  area  would  be  redesigned  and  improved. 

10.  Existing  Park  section  headquarters  would  be  consolidated  with  maintenance  storage 
sheds  into  a  new  single  structure  in  the  area  near  the  tour  bus  parking. 

Current  plans  would  maintain  and  re-landscape  the  tour  bus  parking  area  west  of  the  band 
shell.  See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168  regarding  additional  planning  for  pedestrian 
pathways,  bicycle  lanes  and  other  improvements  in  the  Concourse  area,  and  the  response  on 
C&R  p.  221  regarding  planning  for  the  G-line  and  other  transit  services. 
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Proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  Parking  Removal 


Comments 


PAGE  22,  PARKING  MANAGEMENT  -  Parking  removal  in  association  with  other 
measures;  e.g.,  road  closures  and  traffic  calming.  Approximately  100  on-street  spaces  would 
be  removed  at  the  following  locations:  Middle  Drive  West-  approximately  40  spaces;  Waller 
Street  -  approximately  40  spaces;  Seventh  Ave.  15  spaces;  47th  Ave.  5  spaces. 

OMISSION:  Bernice  Rodgers  Way /South  Fork  50  spaces.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  22,  last  sentence,  continued  on  the  top  of  p.  23,  is  revised  as  follows: 


Parking  removal  in  association  with  other  measures;  e.g.,  road  closures  and  traffic 
calming.  Approximately  400-150  on-street  spaces  would  be  removed  at  the  following 
locations:  Middle  Drive  West  -  approximately  40  spaces;  Waller  Street  - 
approximately  40  spaces;  Seventh  Avenue  -  approximately  15  spaces;  and  47th  Avenue 
-  approximately  5  spaces:  and  Bernice  Rodgers  Way/South  Fork  -  50  spaces 


Underground  Parking  Facility  Maintenance  and  Operations 
Comments 

Although  the  garage  operation  policies  may  not  be  a  subject  for  this  study,  they  will  certainly 
have  an  impact  on  usage,  circulation,  and  other  areas.  Some  consideration  should  be  given  to 
this  subject.    (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

The  EIR  does  not  address  issues  of  the  garage  becoming  a  magnet  for  loiterers  soliciting  cars 
or  squatters  making  it  a  place  to  live.  It  could  also  become  a  target  for  graffiti  and  litter. 
(North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

I  want  to  also  state  that  we're  not  opposing  the  garage  or  new  museum.  We  simply  want  to 
see  some  balance  with  respect  to  the  impact  on  the  residents  around  the  park  who  live  there 
365  days  a  year.  Specifically,  I  would  like  to  voice  concern  over  the  garage  operations  and 
how  there  was  practically  no  discussion  in  the  EIR  about  the  operation  of  the  garage  and  the 
effects  on  the  neighborhood.  We  believe  there  needs  to  be  more  discussion  and  analysis  for 
garage  operation.  The  note  stated  on  page  194  particularly  with  respect  to  special  events,  the 
EIR  does  not  address  issues  of  the  garage  becoming  a  net  for  loiterers  soliciting  cars  or 
squatters  making  a  place  to  live.  It  can  also  become  a  target  for  graffiti  and  litter.  (Duncan 
Kennedy) 

Response 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  will  most  likely  operate  during  the  hours  of  7:30  AM  to 
10:00  PM  seven  days  per  week,  with  personnel  on  duty  during  these  hours.  Personnel  would 
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provide  security,  maintenance  and  litter  removal,  which  would  discourage  and  ameliorate 
impacts  from  solicitors,  squatters,  graffiti,  and  litter.  The  vehicle  and  pedestrian  entrances 
would  be  locked  or  gated  when  the  parking  facility  was  closed,  which  would  discourage 
security  problems. 

Comments 

This  project  as  outlined  in  the  DEIR  offers  few  plans,  programs  or  policies  that  would  indicate 
a  sincere  effort  to  make  the  Concourse  surface  area  accessible  and  attractive  to  those  Park 
visitors  without  a  Museum  ticket.  The  most  glaring  infrastructure  element  omission  in  the 
Concourse  Authority  Plan  presented  is  the  lack  of  new  designated  public  restroom(s).  One 
would  expect  that  such  an  ambitious  "pedestrian  oasis"  improvement  and  accessibility  project 
would  include  public  restroom(s)  facilities  to  serve  the  garage  patrons  and  the  pedestrians  on 
the  surface  above. 

In  light  of  the  extensive  surface  improvements  that  will  "accommodate  an  increase  in 
pedestrian  travel"  and  the  "increased  number  of  pedestrians  that  would  travel  to  and  from  the 
Music  Concourse  Area,"  it  is  surprising  that  the  discussion  of  pedestrian  related  infrastructure 
plans  is  so  limited.  The  pedestrian  related  project  mitigations  identified  (located  at  crosswalks 
and  intersections)  could  just  have  easily  been  placed  in  the  traffic  impact  mitigations  section. 

An  unobtrusive  underground  public  restroom  facility,  integrated  into  the  Garage,  would  be 
available  and  accessible  to  the  patrons  of  the  nearby  children's  playground,  as  well  as  the 
many  pedestrians,  roller  skaters,  cyclists  and  other  Park  visitors  who  will  be  attracted  to  the 
enhanced  Music  Concourse  area. 

The  inclusion  and  provision  for  the  on-going  maintenance  of  such  a  public  restroom  by  garage 
staff,  integrated  into  the  new  garage  structure  in  the  vicinity  of  the  De  Young  Museum,  would 
be  a  sincere  way  for  the  Concourse  Authority,  the  Park  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  to  demonstrate  that  this  large  underground  garage  structure  can  truly  be  the 
foundation  of  the  convenient,  accessible  "pedestrian  oasis"  that  its  sponsors  have  marketed  this 
project  to  be.  (J.K.  Keck) 

Operator  Restroom  -  The  original  intent  of  the  legislation  provides  that  funds  for  this  project 
set  as  a  goal  the  improvement  of  transit  in  the  area.  In  part  to  maximize  convenience  for  park 
access,  the  21 -Hayes  line  terminal  was  established  on  Fulton  just  east  of  7th  Avenue  near  the 
historic  "Powell  St.  Railway"  shed.  For  years,  Muni  has  been  seeking  to  locate  an  operator 
only  restroom  for  this  terminal  in  this  area.  Muni  has  secured  funding  for  the  facility  but  is 
seeking  a  site  on  the  edge  of  the  park  near  the  terminal.  We  request  that  a  site  be  identified  as 
part  of  area  planning  for  the  garage  project.    (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  and 
James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)) 
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Response 

The  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  provide  public  or  Muni  operator  restrooms  in  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility,  elsewhere  in  the  Concourse  Area,  or  elsewhere  in  the  Park. 
The  Concourse  area  would  continue  to  have  public  restrooms  at  the  New  de Young  Museum, 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  and  in  the  area  west  of  the 
Temple  of  Music. 

Comment 

DEIR  should  include  a  discussion  about  the  expected  placement  and  location  of  [Concourse] 
Authority  storage,  garbage,  maintenance  operations  areas  and  offices.  The  type  of  ancillary 
functions  and  their  location  in  the  garage  or  within  the  park  should  be  assessed  to  insure  that 
their  placement  is  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

All  maintenance,  storage,  and  staff  space  associated  with  the  Underground  Parking  Facility 
would  be  located  within  the  parking  facility.  There  would  be  no  such  spaces  on  the  surface 
areas  of  the  Concourse.  This  would  be  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  to 
maintain  and  upgrade  the  Music  Concourse  area,  and  to  limit  encroachment  of  open  space. 

Status  of  Cultural  Shuttle 

Comments 

Page  26  -  If  the  Cultural  Shuttle  is  to  be  included  as  part  of  this  project,  the  schedule  for 
implementation  may  need  to  be  assessed  in  the  EIR  instead  of  deferring  to  another  point  in 
time  (refer  to  CEQA  Guidelines). 

Page  65  -  If  the  Cultural  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  project  or  assumed  to  provide  traffic  reduction 
in  the  parking  study,  its  overall  environmental  impact  (visual,  etc.)  should  be  evaluated  within 
the  context  of  the  DEIR.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  21,  the  GGPCA  Transportation  Implementation  Program  (TIP) 
includes  a  proposed  Cultural  Shuttle  to  provide  connections  to  Golden  Gate  Park  from  the 
following  potential  transit  hubs:  Caltrain,  Ferry  Building,  BART/ 16th  Street  Station,  F-Line  at 


Case  No.  2001. 911 E   Final  EIR 

  C&R-53   

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Project  Description 

Market,  Transbay  Terminal,  and  N-Judah  at  Ninth.  DEIR  p.  21  notes  "GGPCA  studies  for  the 
Cultural  Shuttle  are  at  preliminary  stages,  and  no  operational  plans  are  yet  proposed. 
Therefore,  this  EIR  does  not  analyze  potential  Cultural  Shuttle  operations  and  its  effects  on 
transportation  conditions  in  the  Park.  Implementation  of  the  Cultural  Shuttle  could  require 
further  environmental  review  in  the  future."  This  would  be  consistent  with  CEQA  Guidelines 
Sections  15162,  15163,  15165  and  15168,  defining  the  criteria  for  future  environmental 
review  of  project  elements  when  additional  information  on  the  Cultural  Shuttle  is  defined. 
Analysis  of  environmental  impacts  of  the  Cultural  Shuttle  would  be  speculative  at  this  time. 

Project  Design 
Comment 

The  DEIR  erroneously  refers  to  the  complete  removal  of  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a  "variant." 
this  is  misleading.  The  final  EIR  should  reflect  the  fact  that  this  is  the  preferred  plan  chosen  by 
the  Concourse  Authority  at  a  public  meeting  in  2002.  (Howard  Strassner,  Chair 
Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  DEIR,  on  p.  9,  states  that  the  GGPCA  proposed  project  includes  reconstruction  of  the 
southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  portals  as  a  pedestrian  route  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking 
facility.  The  variant,  closure  of  the  tunnel  with  an  enhanced  pedestrian  route,  is  described  on 
DEIR  p.  12. 

For  clarification,  the  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  12  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  GGPCA  is  also  considering  a  variant  to  maintain  close  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a 
pedestrian  route  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

On  April  8,  2003,  the  GGPCA  Board  voted  to  preserve  the  spatial  relationship  of  the  existing 
pedestrian  route  from  the  Shakespeare  Garden  to  the  Concourse  with  both  a  reconstructed 
tunnel  route  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  a  surface  pedestrian  route. 
Discussion  of  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  closure  is  no  longer  applicable.  For  more 
discussion  on  the  southwest  tunnel,  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97. 
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Comments 

Additionally,  as  the  project  has  had  natural  lighting  and  ventilation  removed  for  cost  reasons,  a 
feasible  measure,  which  could  minimize  energy  consumption,  must  be  considered. 

The  Project  Garage  is  lacking  in  any  provisions  of  passive  lighting  or  ventilation.  This  would 
seem  to  violate  CEQA.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

This  cannot  be  construed  as  a  Green  Garage  (although  Department  of  the  Environment  has 
proposed  it  as  one  of  its  green  projects  for  2003).  The  features  which  would  have  made  the  air 
circulation  and  ventilation  natural  have  been  removed  and  this  is  now  a  conventional  garage 
with  totally  artificial  lighting  and  artificial  ventilation.  Formerly  the  garage  plan  showed 
openings  around  the  perimeter  that  provided  air  and  light  access  but  these  light  wells  have 
been  scrapped.  (See  project  description  pp  3-24,  lack  of  presentation  of  this  issue  and  DEIR 
Noise  and  Air  Quality  Sections  pp.  164-190)  (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  schematic  design  of  February  2002,  presented  in  the  Initial 
Study  published  in  May  2002,  included  "a  ventilation  system  to  supply  fresh  air  along  one  side 
of  the  garage  with  a  continuous  outlet  slot  along  the  opposite  side.  The  vent  slots  would  be  at 
the  edges  of  the  structure  along  Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives.  The  ventilation  slots  would 
avoid  a  requirement  to  construct  10-foot  vertical  shafts  in  the  Music  Concourse  surface  area  to 
ventilate  the  structure,  and  would  also  provide  an  opportunity  to  bring  natural  light  into  the 
garage  interior."  (DEIR  Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  p.  7.) 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  design  as  of  December  2002  would  not  include  the 
ventilation  slots,  and  would  instead  include  ventilation  structures  as  described  on  DEIR  p.  17 
and  revised  on  C&R  p.  76.  The  semi-passive  ventilation  system  was  determined  by  the  City 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  to  be  unfeasible  because  of  recent  building  code  air 
circulation  requirements  that  could  not  be  met  with  the  February  2002  schematic  design. 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  meet  California  Title  24  energy  conservation 
requirements. 
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Comment 

In  addition,  a  grading  and  drainage  plan,  which  is  particularly  important  where  new  tunnels 
and  ramps  meet  existing  conditions,  should  be  developed.  (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San  Francisco 
Beautiful) 

Response 

Final  plans  for  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  other  Concourse  area  pedestrian 
and  landscape  improvements  would  include  complete  drainage  and  grading  plans  to  assure 
safety  and  erosion  control. 

Project  Approvals 
Comment 

Page  27,  Section  II,  Project  Description,  Section  E,  Project  Approvals.  DTSC  recommends 
adding  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  to  this  list  of  agencies  which  must 
approve  aspects  of  the  project.  (Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal 
Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  would  not  have  the  approval  role  for 
the  project.  However,  following  project  approval,  DPH  involvement  would  be  implemented, 
if  required,  as  described  in  Mitigation  Measure  29.  (DEIR  p. 202) 

Comments 

Please  note  that  under  the  list  of  approvals  required,  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts 
Museums  should  be  added.  The  garage  plans  involve  construction  within  the  property  under 
the  control  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  and  therefore,  approval  by  our  Board  will  be  required. 
(Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Page  27  -  The  City  Planning  Commission  should  review  plan  consistency  with  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board  should  be  included  in  the 
review  and  approval  of  modifications  to  park  structures  and  historic  landmarks. 

Page  27  -  Modifications  to  park  structures  and  landmarks  shall  require  approvals  by  the  Civic 
Design  Review  Committee  and  Public  Arts  Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission. 

Page  28  -  Indicate  requirements,  if  any,  for  MUNI  review  and  approval.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 
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Response 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  27,  The  City  Planning  Commission  would  determine  the  consistency  of 
the  project  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  would  review  consistency  of  the  project  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

DEIR  p.  27,  above  the  subheading  "Board  of  Supervisors,"  is  revised  to  include  the  following 
text: 

San  Francisco  Arts  Commission 

•  Approves  modifications  to  park  structures. 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  (FAMSF) 

•  Reviews  and  approves  elements  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility 
that  would  require  encroachment  on  the  New  de Young  Museum  site  under  the 
control  of  the  FAMSF. 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  consulted  regarding  protection  and 
treatment  of  City  landmarks  that  could  be  affected  by  the  Concourse  Projects,  particularly  the 
Francis  Scott  Key  Memorial  (San  Francisco  Landmark  No.  96);  however,  no  discretionary 
approvals  from  the  Board  would  be  required  for  the  GGPCA  Projects. 

Muni  has  been  and  would  continue  to  be  consulted  regarding  transit  improvements  or  changes 
in  Golden  Gate  Park  circulation  patterns  that  may  affect  Muni  service;  however,  no 
discretionary  approvals  with  respect  to  the  project  are  required  of  Muni.  As  stated  on  DEIR 
p.  65: 

The  GGPCA  would  work  cooperatively  with  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
(MUNI)  to  enhance  and  market  transit  routes  to  Golden  Gate  Park.  These  changes  are 
part  of  an  overall  MUNI  plan  independent  of  the  GGPCA  Projects.  Planned  MUNI 
improvements  that  are  related  to  the  GGPCA  Projects  include  use  of  new  destination 
signage  on  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  to  identify  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a 
destination  on  this  route. 

Reference  to  Martin  Luther  King  Drive 

Comment 

THROUGH  OUT  THE  DEIR,  KING  DRIVE  IS  REFERRED  TO. 

South  Drive  in  Golden  Gate  Park  was  named  Martin  Luther  King  Drive  in  the  1970's,  not 

King  Drive,  which  is  in  the  outer  Mission.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
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Response 

By  convention,  the  DEIR  refers  to  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  as  King  Drive,  as  noted  on 
DEIR,  p.  104. 

Reference  to  California  Academy  of  Sciences  Project 
Comment 

Page  31:  The  text  notes  that  plans  for  the  Academy  project  are  being  drafted.  Please  revise  the 
text  to  indicate  that  those  plans  have  been  drafted,  and  were  developed  in  coordination  with  the 
Concourse  Garage  project.  (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California 
Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  31  last  paragraph,  fifth  sentence  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Plans  for  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  were  drafted  in  2002.  While  that  project 
is  proceeding  independently  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  the 
CAS  plans  were  developed  in  coordination  with  the  GGPCA. 
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LAND  USE,  PLANS  AND  ZONING 

Consistency  of  the  Project  With  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan 

Comments 

The  garage  is  not  being  proposed  for  a  residential  or  commercial  area,  but  in  a  public  park. 
Therefore,  in  order  to  protect  and  preserve  the  park's  fragile  historic  landscape,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  be  strictly  adhered  to.    (Haight  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

The  design  contradicts  the  requirements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  General 
Plan  for  San  Francisco,  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  Proposition  J. 
Proposition  J  states  that  entrances  and  exits  to  the  garage  shall  be  located  outside  the  Park  to 
minimize  the  conflict  between  recreational  enthusiasts  and  automobile  traffic,  yet  one  of  the 
entrance/exits  will  be  located  on  Concourse  Drive,  just  west  of  the  Academy.    (Eileen  Ellis) 

...  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  is  not  consistent 
with  Proposition  J,  voted  upon  by  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

This  would  be  a  violation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  1-8  "Continue  to  study  ways 
to  reduce  impacts  of  vehicular  traffic  on  the  Park"  and  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
Objective  2:  Policy  4:  "Gradually  reduce  automobile  traffic  in  and  around  public  open 
space. "  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Projects  are  inconsistent  with  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan 

The  Report  correctly  notes,  "During  the  project  approval,  the  decision-makers  must  evaluate 
and  balance  the  potentially  conflicting  goals  of  the  different  General  Plan  policies  and  plan 
elements.  The  decision-makers  may  identify  potential  conflicts  between  the  project  and 
policies  of  the  General  Plan  and  other  plan  elements"  (p. 41).  The  Alliance  believes  that  the 
proposed  projects  are  inconsistent  with  both  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  proposed  projects  contradict  Policy  4  of  Recreation  and  Open 
Space  Element,  which  calls  for  city  planners  to  "gradually  eliminate  non-recreational  use  in 
parks  and  to  reduce  automobile  traffic  in  and  around  public  open  spaces."  ...The  master  plan 
calls  repeatedly  for  restricting  traffic  in  the  park  and  reducing  the  impact  of  automobiles. 
(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Response 

Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  Section  A.  Land  Use,  Plans,  DEIRpp.  36- 
39,  presents  a  summary  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  ("Master  Plan'"),  prepared  by 
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the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  adopted  in  1998.  The  objectives  of  the  Master  Plan, 
as  summarized  on  DEIR  p.  37,  include: 

•  Objective  I  -  Land  Use  and  Activities:  Ensure  that  land  use  and  activities  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  contribute  to  the  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Park.  The  activities  within  a 
designated  land  use  zone  should  be  appropriate  to  the  land  use  purpose. 

•  This  objective  has  two  primary  goals  -  to  identify  appropriate  land  uses  within  the  Park 
and  to  identify  what  uses  and  activities  are  appropriate  within  each  land  use  zone.  The 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  has  divided  the  Park  into  nine  land  use  zones,  which 
include  Naturalistic  Parkland,  Major  Meadows  and  Lawns,  Major  Recreational  Areas, 
Indigenous  Oak  Preserves,  Special  Horticultural  Areas,  Strybing  Arboretum  and 
Botanical  Gardens,  Music  Concourse  area,  Maintenance/Operations  Areas,  and  Vehicle 
Circulation  and  Parking. 

•  Objective  II  -  Landscape  Preservation  and  Renewal:  Provide  for  the  protection  and 
renewal  of  the  Park  landscape. 

•  Objective  III  -  Park  Circulation:  Create  and  maintain  a  parkwide  system  of  recreational 
roadways,  pathways,  and  trails.  Minimize  motor  vehicle  traffic. 

•  Objective  VIII  -  Community  Involvement  Process:  Foster  community  participation  in 
guiding  the  future  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  DEIR  describes  the  intent  and  goals  of  the  Master  Plan  as  furthering  the  mission  and 
purpose  of  the  Park  along  with  protecting  the  Park  landscape,  maintaining  a  parkwide  system 
of  recreational  circulation  aimed  at  minimizing  motor  vehicle  traffic,  and  fostering  community 
participation  in  guiding  the  future  of  the  Park. 


The  Planning  Commission  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  evaluate  the 
proposed  project  against  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  respectively,  and  would  consider  potential  conflicts  as  part  of 
the  decision-making  process.  Information  on  the  General  Plan  and  the  Master  Plan  is 
provided  in  the  DEIR  in  order  to  aid  decision-makers  in  this  process.  However,  the 
consideration  of  General  Plan  and  Master  Plan  objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out 
independently  from  the  environmental  review  process  as  part  of  the  decision  to 
approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project. 

Any  potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  or  the  Master  Plan  that  would  cause  physical 
environmental  impacts  have  been  evaluated  in  the  impacts  analysis  for  topics  in  the  DEIR  or 
the  Initial  Study.  Comments  on  general  project  consistency  with  the  General  Plan  and  the 
Master  Plan  are  acknowledged,  and  will  be  considered  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve, 
modify,  or  disapprove  the  GGPCA  projects. 
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It  is  also  noted  that  Section  10  of  Proposition  J  states: 

[I]t  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  People  of  the  City  and  County  that  promptly  following  the 
effective  date  of  this  ordinance,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  shall  proceed  to  amend  or  adopt  appropriate  land  use  regulations, 
including,  without  limitation,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  as  contemplated  by  this 
ordinance  and  consistent  with  Section  1 1  of  this  ordinance. 

See  also  response  on  C&R  p  28. 

Comment 

The  garage  plan  conflicts  with  the  adopted  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Overall,  the  current  garage  plan  would  have  serious  negative  'impacts  for  bicyclists,  skaters, 
pedestrians,  and  all  recreational  users  of  the  Park.  Major  modifications  need  to  he  made  to  the 
DEIR  to  make  it  consistent  with  the  Park  Master  Plan  and  true  to  Prop.  J's  original  intent. 
(Jennifer  Fox) 

Response 

As  stated  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  DEIR,  p.  23,  "Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  require  no  further  environmental  review  herein  and  will  be 
implemented  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects: 

•  Provision  for  bicycle  parking  at  all  major  attractions. 

•  Multi-Use  Path  Improvements  -  along  the  Great  Highway,  in  the  central  western 
portion  of  the  Park,  and  along  Kezar  Drive. 

The  DEIR,  Chapter  III,  Section  D,  Transportation,  also  includes  the  analysis  of  impacts  of  the 
garage  upon  pedestrians  and  bicyclists.  A  qualitative  assessment  of  pedestrian  circulation  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse  concludes  that  although  the  number  of  pedestrians  in  the 
Concourse  could  increase,  overall  pedestrian  safety  in  the  Concourse  would  be  improved  as  a 
result  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  through  the  installation  of  crosswalks  and  circulation  changes. 
The  DEIR,  p.  146,  also  states  that  the  garage  would  provide  bicycle  parking  in  the  Concourse 
and  states,  "The  surface  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse  would  reduce  the  number  of 
vehicles  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  which  would  facilitate  and  enhance  bicycle 
travel."  Therefore,  no  physical  environmental  impacts  related  to  bicyclists  or  pedestrians 
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were  identified  in  the  DEIR.  Skating  was  not  separately  evaluated  in  the  DEIR.  However,  it 
is  anticipated  that  skater  travel,  like  pedestrian  and  bicycle  travel,  would  be  enhanced  by  the 
GGPCA  Projects. 

Also  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168  regarding  bicycle  and  pedestrian  planning  for  the 
Concourse  and  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  response  on  C&R  p.  59  regarding  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan. 

Comment 

The  Underground  Through  Road  appears  to  conflict  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan, 
Objective  III,  Policy  D-6  (page  3-14):  "No  additional  roads  shall  be  built  within  the  park." 
EIR  should  reconcile  proposal  to  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Potential  conflict  with  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  Objective  IV,  Policy  A  (New 
Construction)-3c  (page  3-16):  "The  effect  on  the  park  of  the  proposed  structure  have  been 
fully  assessed  to  ensure  that  the  structure  will  not  necessitate  additional  access  roads,  or  have 
deleterious  effect  on  the  park  landscape."    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren 
Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Objective  III  of  the  Master  Plan,  Park  Circulation,  Policy  D6,  states,  "No  additional  roads 
shall  be  built  within  the  park.  The  park  should  be  protected  from  encroachment  by  roadways 
from  outside  the  park. "  The  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  change  the 
configuration  of  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park,  from  a  surface  road  between  Fulton 
Street  and  Kennedy  Drive,  to  a  ramp  exclusively  serving  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 
Phase  I  would  also  include  an  entrance  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  at  Academy 
Drive.  As  those  entrances  would  only  serve  the  parking  facility  and  would  not  provide  access 
to  other  areas  of  the  Park,  the  DEIR  did  not  consider  those  elements  as  "additional  roads"  in 
the  Park.  The  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  could  be  considered  a  "new  road"  in  the 
Park.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  27,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  GGPCA  would 
consider  whether  the  project  was  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan;  the 
GGPCA  may  make  recommendations  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  concerning  the 
consistency  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  with  adopted  policies  of,  or  requested  amendments  to,  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  As  stated  on  p.  41  of  the  DEIR,  "The  decision-makers  may 


Case  No.  2001.911E  C&R  62   FINAL  EIR 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Land  Use,  Plans  and  Zoning 

identify  potential  conflicts  between  the  project  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan  and  other  Plan 
elements.  Those  conflicts  would  not  be  considered  significant  environmental  effects,  unless 
such  conflicts  resulted  in  physical  environmental  effects."  The  DEIR  analyzed  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  in  Chapter  III.D, 
Transportation,  and  identified  a  significant  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  a  significant  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy 
Drive/Eighth  Avenue/Underground  Through  Street,  and  a  significant  contribution  to 
cumulative  conditions  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton  Street/Eighth  Avenue  (weekday  PM), 
Kennedy  Drive/Eighth  Avenue  (weekday  PM)  and  King  Drive/Middle  Drive  East  (weekday 
PM).  With  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  DEIR,  project  and 
cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant. 

DEIR  p.  39  states,  "As  discussed  in  the  Project  Description,  the  Master  Plan  also  includes 
parking  management  measures  and  bicycle/pedestrian  improvements  that  would  be 
implemented  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR 
identified  that  the  above-mentioned  circulation  improvements  proposed  in  the  Master  Plan 
would  result  in  a  slight  reduction  of  roadway  pavement,  returning  areas  to  parkland,  and  a 
slight  increase  in  the  amount  of  landscape,  trail,  and  pathway  areas  within  the  Park. 
Therefore,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  concluded  that  the  circulation 
improvements  including  traffic  calming  measures,  parking  management,  road  closures,  and 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements  would  not  have  adverse  land  use  effects.  Some  of  these 
circulation  improvements  identified  in  the  Master  Plan  are  proposed  to  be  implemented  as  part 
of  Proposition  J  (see  Chapter  II,  Project  Description).  Therefore,  as  per  CEQA,  further  land 
use  analysis  of  these  elements  of  the  proposed  project  is  not  required." 

Phase  II  effects  on  visual  quality  and  historic  resources  are  discussed  in  the  DEIR  on 
pp.  61-62,  and  pp.  94-96. 

Comment 

This  would  be  a  violation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  1-8  "Continue  to  study  ways 
to  reduce  impacts  of  vehicle  traffic  on  the  Park"  and  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
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Objective  2:  Policy  4:  "Gradually  reduce  automobile  traffic  in  and  around  public  open 
space."  {Christopher Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  referring  to  the  Executive  Summary  Section  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan,  pp.  1-8.  This  section  is  a  summary  of  Master  Plan  elements  and 
recommendations  and  does  not  contain  actual  policies  to  be  evaluated  for  project  consistency. 
Any  potential  conflicts  with  the  Master  Plan  that  would  cause  physical  environmental  impacts 
have  been  evaluated  in  the  impacts  analyses  for  topics  in  the  DEIR  or  the  Initial  Study. 
Consideration  of  plan  objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out  independently  from  the 
environmental  review  process  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project.  Comments  on  project  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan  are  acknowledged 
and  will  be  considered  by  the  City  as  part  of  its  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
GGPCA  Projects.  Also  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  28  regarding  interpretation  of  the  intent 
of  Proposition  J. 

Comment 

Policy  10  of  the  Master  Plan  envisioned  in  particular  the  creation  of  a  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan,  which  led  to  a  long  community-based  planning  process  culminating  in  the 
issuance  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  adopted  in  1998.  (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne 
Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  stated  on  p  37.  of  the  DEIR,  the  Master  Plan  includes,  "Objective  VIII  -  Community 
Involvement  Process:  Foster  community  participation  in  guiding  the  future  of  Golden  Gate 
Park."  Any  potential  conflicts  with  the  Master  Plan  that  would  cause  physical  environmental 
impacts  have  been  evaluated  in  the  impacts  analyses  for  topics  in  the  DEIR  or  the  Initial 
Study.  Consideration  of  plan  objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out  independently  from  the 
environmental  review  process  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project.  Comments  on  project  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan  are  acknowledged, 
and  will  be  considered  by  the  City  as  part  of  its  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
GGPCA  Projects. 
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Comment 

Removal  of  significant  vegetation  along  Fulton  Street  appears  to  conflict  with  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan,  Objective  I,  Policy  A  (Naturalistic  Park  Land):  'Naturalistic  parkland 
comprises  the  largest  land  category  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  and  should  be  preserved  to  protect 
the  pastoral  character  of  the  park  and  to  ensure  the  retention  of  park  open  space."  EIR  should 
reconcile  proposal  to  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General 
Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Objective  1,  Policy  A  states  "Naturalistic  parkland  comprises  the  largest  land  category  in 
Golden  Gate  Park,  and  must  be  preserved  to  protect  the  pastoral  character  of  the  park  and  to 
ensure  the  retention  of  park  open  space.  Naturalistic  parkland  is  the  predominant  landscape  of 
the  park  and  gives  the  park  its  visual  character."  Physical  environmental  impacts  to  the  visual 
character  of  Golden  Gate  Park  are  evaluated  in  Chapter  III,  Section  B.,  Visual  Quality. 

A  general  description  of  the  visual  character  of  the  Park  as  included  on  DEIR  p.  45  of  the 
states,  "The  perimeter  of  Golden  Gate  Park  along  Stanyan  Street,  Lincoln  Way,  the  Great 
Highway,  and  Fulton  Street  is  generally  defined  by  dense  growth  of  mature  trees  that  separate 
the  Park  from  the  urban  character  of  adjoining  neighborhoods."  According  to  the  analysis  of 
visual  impacts  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  in  the  DEIR  p.  60,  "About  five  trees  along 
Tenth  Avenue  would  be  removed  for  construction  of  the  proposed  access  to  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility.  However,  new  trees  would  be  planted  as  part  of  the  proposed  project  as 
illustrated  in  Figure  15.  As  seen  in  Figure  15,  Tenth  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  provides  a 
visual  opening  at  the  perimeter  of  the  Park.   The  introduction  of  a  tunnel  and  ramp  would 
change  the  visual  configuration  of  the  surface  roadway.  In  the  context  of  the  larger  Park  area, 
this  change  would  not  degrade  overall  visual  quality."  Although  trees  would  be  removed  in 
this  location,  the  dense  growth  of  mature  trees  surrounding  the  perimeter  of  the  Park  would  be 
maintained.  Therefore,  the  general  visual  quality  of  the  Park  would  be  maintained  with  the 
tree  removal  at  Fulton  Street.  See  also  Response  on  p.  C&R-18.4  discussing  tree  removal 
resulting  from  Phase  I  or  Phase  II. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  would  evaluate  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  against 
provisions  of  the  Master  Plan,  and  would  consider  potential  conflicts  as  part  of  the  decision- 
making process.  Information  on  the  Master  Plan  is  provided  in  the  DEIR  in  order  to  aid 
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decision-makers  in  this  process.  Nevertheless,  the  DEIR  does  address  the  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  projects  and  potential  conflicts  with  the  Master  Plan. 
Consideration  of  Master  Plan  objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out  independently  from  the 
environmental  review  process  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project.  Comments  on  project  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan  are  acknowledged, 
and  will  be  considered  by  the  City  as  part  of  its  decision  on  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
GGPCA  Projects. 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  _  _  Final  EIR 

  C&R-oo  : — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  july  24>  zuu  j 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 


VISUAL  QUALITY 
Academy  Drive  Entrance 
Comments 

Question-  The  HANC  Board  of  Directors  believes  that  a  garage  entrance  from  Martin  Luther 
King  Drive  will  visually  uglify  the  park  and  greatly  increase  traffic  funneling  into  the  park 
along  Ninth  Avenue.    (Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

The  second  entrance  to  the  Garage,  within  the  park,  will  have  considerable  impacts  on  the 
park  environment.  The  DEIR  statement  (in  the  Visual  Quality  section  [IIIB])  that  "In  the 
context  of  the  larger  Park  area,  this  change  would  not  degrade  the  overall  visual  character  of 
the  Music  Concourse  or  alter  any  significant  views"  is  not  factual.  The  Alliance  believes  that 
by  any  objective  measure  a  concrete  vehicular  tunnel  and  retaining  wall  structure,  along  with 
the  accompanying  widened  roadway  and  additional  turn  pocket  (as  represented  in  figures  17, 
18,  and  19,  pp.  54-65),  is  an  inappropriate  feature  for  any  park,  and  would  result  in 
substantial  degradation  of  the  park  environment.  (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris 
Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Figure  17  is  not  the  current  arrangement  of  entrance  to  hillside.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
Response 

As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  57,  "The  proposed  project  may  result  in  significant  adverse  visual 
quality  impacts  if  it  (1)  has  a  substantial  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  character 
of  the  surrounding  area,  or  (2)  substantially  degrades  or  obstructs  scenic  views  or  vistas  now 
observed  from  public  areas."  Figure  17  on  page  54  of  the  DEIR  shows  the  existing  view  and 
a  visual  simulation  of  the  proposed  Academy  Drive  Entrance  ramp,  northeast  of  the 
intersection  of  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  Drive  (or  King  Drive).  On  p.  60,  the  DEIR  concludes, 
"The  introduction  of  the  ramp  and  tunnel  into  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  change 
the  visual  configuration  of  the  surface  roadway.  However,  as  illustrated  in  this  view,  the 
tunnel  entrance  would  be  partially  visible  from  the  adjacent  roadway.  In  the  context  of  the 
larger  Park  area,  this  change  would  not  degrade  the  overall  visual  character  of  the  Music 
Concourse  or  alter  any  significant  views."  The  DEIR  also  states,  "Trees  and  vegetation 
inside  the  Park  already  screen  views  of  the  Music  Concourse  from  this  location.  Therefore  the 
proposed  Academy  Drive  tunnel  and  ramp  would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  of  the  Park 
from  the  surrounding  areas." 
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Based  on  the  consideration  of  existing  conditions  in  the  Park,  and  the  proposed  change 
depicted  in  the  visual  simulation  of  the  proposed  Academy  Drive  entrance  ramp,  the  DEIR  did 
not  identify  significant  impacts  related  to  visual  quality.  The  first  criteria  that  constitutes  a 
significant  adverse  visual  quality  impact  as  identified  above  is  a  negative  effect  on  character  of 
the  surrounding  area.  Although  the  surface  roadway  would  be  altered  and  the  entrance  would 
be  visible,  the  perimeter  of  trees  that  are  considered  to,  "separate  the  Park  from  the  urban 
character  of  adjoining  neighborhoods  (DEIR,  p.  45),"  would  not  be  disturbed.  The  other 
change  that  is  considered  an  adverse  visual  quality  impact  under  CEQA  is  defined  as 
obstruction  of  scenic  views.  The  visual  simulation  illustrated  in  Figure  17  shows  that  no 
scenic  views  would  be  altered  from  either  inside  or  outside  the  Park.  The  commenter  is 
correct,  however,  that  the  view  from  this  area  would  be  altered.  As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  57, 
"Analysis  of  visual  quality  impacts  often  relies  upon  determining  the  extent  of  change  to  the 
dominant  visual  features  in  the  area.  Visual  quality  and  aesthetic  value  of  a  given  location  in 
its  current  condition  is  also,  to  an  extent,  a  subjective  judgment  by  the  observer.  Standards  for 
determining  the  significance  of  visual  impacts  from  development  of  the  proposed  project  are 
based  on  professional  judgments  and  commonly  accepted  urban  planning  and  design 
principles." 

Changes  in  the  hillside  would  occur  based  on  design  refinements,  but  the  overall  configuration 
of  the  entrance  and  the  hillside  would  be  generally  the  same  as  depicted  in  Figure  17.  In 
addition,  the  dominant  visual  features  of  the  area,  namely  the  perimeter  of  dense,  mature  trees 
(DEIR  p.  57),  would  not  be  altered  by  the  Academy  Drive  Ramp.  Therefore,  the  Academy 
Drive  entrance  would  not  constitute  a  significant  visual  impact. 

See  Phase  II  Visual  Effects  on  p.  C&R  13.8  regarding  visual  quality  effects  of  Phase  II. 
Comment 

The  reason  why  both  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Department, 
before  Prop.  J,  directed  that  no  garages  be  built  in  parks  was  because  of  a  general  consensus 
among  park  advocates  and  planners  alike  that  garage  structures  are  inappropriate  to  the  park 
environment.  This  general  principle  was  recognized  in  Prop.  J,  which  authorized  the  garage 
structure  on  the  condition  of  adhering  to  certain  environmental  safeguards  spelled  out  in  the 
legislation,  among  which  the  requirement  that  the  entrance(s)  and  exit(s)  to  the  garage  be  from 
outside  the  park.  For  the  Report  to  claim,  as  it  does  on  p.  92,  that  the  effects  of  a  vehicular 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 

entrance  to  the  park  should  be  considered  "inconsequential"  is  groundless.  On  the  contrary, 
the  proposed  second  entrance  would  degrade  the  visual  and  historical  quality  of  the  park 
environment  for  which  no  mitigation  measures  are  possible.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne 
Miller,  Chris  Duderstade,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Page  92  is  included  within  DEIR  Section  III.C,  Historic  Resources,  which  describes  the 
historical  significance  of  existing  architectural  and  landscape  features  and  monuments 
throughout  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  word  "inconsequential"  appears  in  the  first  full  paragraph 
on  page  92,  which  states,  "[t]he  proposed  aluminum  and  glass  garage  attendant  booth  for  the 
parking  facility  would  also  be  considered  potentially  incompatible  with  other  Park  features. 
However,  the  booth  would  be  set  back  within  the  parking  facility's  portal.  Therefore,  its 
impact  on  historic  resources  would  be  considered  inconsequential."  This  statement  is  not  a 
conclusion  about  all  historic  or  visual  impacts  related  to  the  proposed  vehicle  entrance;  it 
specifically  refers  to  historic  impacts  related  to  the  garage  attendant  booth.  Overall  impacts  on 
historical  resources  and  visual  quality  are  discussed  throughout  DEIR  Section  III.  B.,  Visual 
Quality  and  Section  III.C.,  Historic  Resources. 

Tenth  Avenue  Entrance 
Comments 

Figure  15  does  not  reflect  the  current  plan  for  the  elevations  of  10th  Ave.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Visuals:  The  garage  entrance  at  10th  and  Fulton,  as  depicted  on  p.  52,  has  a  negative  visual 
impact  and  is  unacceptable.  Instead  of  seeing  a  tree-lined  graceful  entrance  into  the  Park,  one 
sees  a  large,  hollow  industrial  tunnel.  However,  we  do  understand  that  there  is  a  new  design 
that  the  architects  have  developed  in  conjunction  with  neighborhood  residents.  That  design  is 
acceptable,  and  should  be  in  the  EIR.    (North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

Illustrate  Tunnel  Entrances:  At  the  10th  Avenue  garage  entrance,  the  DEIR  states  that  the  ramp 
and  tunnel  will  not  block  any  views.  However,  it  does  not  address  what  the  tunnel  looks  like. 
It  is  extremely  important  to  treat  both  the  tunnel  entrance  and  the  Middle  Drive  (above  the 
tunnel  entrance)  sensitively.  Both  of  these  areas  are  scenic  in  their  own  right.  The  proposed 
tunnel  and  ramp  should  have  the  mass,  scale  and  dignity  of  the  historic  elements  of  the  park: 
to  be  a  civic  understatement  while  exhibiting  the  richness  befitting  an  important  cultural  and 
recreational  venue. 


In  addition,  the  materials  used  for  the  garage  entrance  at  10th  and  Fulton  as  well  as  the 
reconstructed  pedestrian  tunnel  portals  should  match  the  Beaux-Arts  detailing  (plain  concrete 
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finish  scored  into  large  sections)  of  the  concourses  original  tunnel  portals.    (Dee  Dee 
Workman,  San  Francisco  Beautiful) 

There  have  been  design  changes  in  Phase  I  regarding  the  garage  entrances  and  exits  which 
differ  from  those  noted  in  the  DEIR,  and  we  presume  that  the  most  recent,  and  by  far  the  best, 
designs  will  prevail  (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

Response 

The  general  design  of  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  with  Phase  I  would  be  as  depicted  in  Figure 
15,  DEIR  p.  52.  As  stated  at  DEIR  p.  57,  "[t]he  purpose  of  the  visual  simulation  is  to  depict 
the  relative  height,  massing  and  scale  of  the  project  elements  as  seen  from  a  range  of  vantage 
points  against  the  backdrop  of  the  existing  environment."  Viewed  in  this  context,  although  the 
details  of  the  project  have  been  refined,  the  relationship  between  the  existing  Tenth  Avenue 
depiction  and  Tenth  Avenue  with  Phase  I  is  essentially  the  same.  Therefore,  the  visual 
simulation  shown  in  Figure  15  would  still  be  considered  relevant  for  the  analysis  of  visual 
quality. 

Since  publication  of  the  DEIR  in  December  2002,  the  GGPCA  has  presented  deign  element 
refinements.  The  current  design  for  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  would  reduce  the  height  of  the 
treturning  walls,  and  would  have  an  arched  design  at  the  parking  facility  portal.  For 
information,  Figures  C&R  1  and  C&R  2  below  prepared  by  the  project  architects  illustrate 
visual  simulations  of  the  revised  design. 

Visual  Effects  of  Underground  Parking  Facility 
Comments 

Further  evidence  of  the  report's  bias  can  be  found  in  Section  IIIB,  Visual  Quality.  All  of  the 
judgments  found  in  this  section  concerning  the  visual  effects  of  various  aspects  of  the  garage 
are  completely  subjective.  To  cite  a  few  examples:  reconstructed  stairs  and  ramps; 
reconstructed  (or  demolished)  pedestrian  tunnels;  new  vehicle  ramps;  "stainless  steel  and 
board-formed  concrete"  ventilation  shafts  "up  to  14  feet  in  diameter  and  approximately  10  feet 
high";  the  removal  of  68  trees;  the  construction  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum;  new  entrances 
and  exits  to  the  garage;  and  an  underground  through-street  all  were  found  to  have  no 
noticeable  impact  on  the  visual  quality  of  the  Concourse. 

Clearly,  any  observer,  myself  included,  could  interpret  these  data  differently.  Any  one  of 
these  changes,  in  my  mind,  would  produce  SIGNIFICANT  and  IRREVERSIBLE  changes  to 
the  section  of  the  park  your  report  describes  as  a  "formal,  organized"  space  which  is  eligible 
for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  fact,  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks 
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FIGURE  C&R-1:  VIEW  SOUTH  OF  PARK  ENTRANCE 
AT  TENTH  AVENUE  FROM  FULTON  STREET  WITH  PHASE  I  (REVISED  DESIGN) 
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GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
FIGURE  C&R-2:  VIEW  OF  TENTH  AVENUE  ENTRANCE 
WITHIN  PARK  WITH  PHASE  I  (REVISED  DESIGN) 
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Board,  who  are  experts  in  these  types  of  impacts,  disagree  with  your  conclusions.  You 
yourself  admit,  on  p.  57,  that  your  judgments  on  visual  quality  are  "subjective."  However, 
your  statement  that  they  are  based  on  "commonly  accepted... principles"  is  vague  and  self- 
serving.  If  the  Landmarks  Board  disagrees  with  you,  the  principles  you  refer  to  are  obviously 
not  commonly  accepted.  Instead,  they  are  the  most  convenient  conclusions  you  can  arrive  at  if 
your  purpose  is  building  the  garage,  instead  of  accurately  assessing  the  project.  (Katherine 
Roberts) 

I  wanted  to  address  the  visual  aspects  of  the  garage.  The  design  that's  in  the  EIR  currently  is 
very  industrial,  and  it's  a  bit  of  a  gaping  hole,  a  kind  of  a  utilitarian  design.  And  because  we 
live  in  the  neighborhood  and  also  think  that  a  park  is,  you  know,  sort  of  a  jewel  of  the  city,  we 
think  that  garage  should  be  a  bit  of  a  portal  to  the  park,  represent  a  more  graceful  and  elegant 
entrance,  and  it's  kind  of  the  first  experience  that  visitors  coming  to  the  new  museum  will 
have  and,  therefore,  should  represent  a  more  elegant  design. 

So  we  have  seen  a  more  attractive  design  that  the  architects  have  proposed,  and  all  we  would 
like  to  ask  you  is  that  that  design  be  a  part  of  the  EIR,  because  the  design  that  is  currently  in 
the  EIR  gives  a  more  industrial  design,  so  we'd  like  the  new  plan  to  be  included.  (Folia 
Grace) 

Response 

P.  57  of  the  DEIR  states,  "Analysis  of  visual  quality  impacts  often  relies  upon  determining  the 
extent  of  change  to  the  dominant  visual  features  in  the  area.  Visual  quality  and  the  aesthetic 
value  of  a  given  location  in  its  current  condition  is  also,  to  an  extent,  a  subjective  judgment  by 
the  observer.  Standards  for  determining  the  significance  of  visual  impacts  from  development 
of  the  proposed  project  are  based  on  professional  judgments  and  commonly  accepted  urban 
planning  and  design  principles."  The  evaluation  in  the  DEIR  was  based  on  review  of  existing 
conditions,  proposed  project  plans,  and  visual  simulations  prepared  for  the  project  (Figures 
13-18),  as  well  as  on  "commonly  accepted  urban  planning  and  design  principles,"  which 
include  consideration  of  "height,  massing,  and  scale  of  project  elements  as  seen  from  a  range 
of  vantage  points  against  the  backdrop  of  the  existing  environment,"  in  addition  to  whether 
substantial  blockage  of  views  would  occur  (refer  to  DEIR  page  57). 

The  DEIR  does  not  conclude  that  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  no  noticeable  impact  on 
the  visual  quality  of  the  Concourse.  The  DEIR  concluded  that  less-than-significant  impacts 
would  occur.  A  determination  of  "less  than  significant"  does  not  mean  that  no  impact  will 
occur;  rather,  some  change  would  occur,  and  this  change  would  be  noticeable  and  could 
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represent  some  degradation  of  existing  views;  however,  it  is  not  considered  a  significant 
environmental  impact  from  the  standpoint  of  visual  analysis. 

As  described  on  DEIR  pp.  57-67,  the  changes  proposed  under  the  project  would  not  result  in 
a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  effect  on  the  character  of  the  surrounding  area  nor 
substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  scenic  views  or  vistas  now  observed  from  public  areas.  The 
project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  visual  impact. 

The  specifics  of  the  garage  entrance  design  would  be  addressed  by  the  public  and  the  decision- 
makers at  the  time  the  GGPCA  Projects  approvals  are  before  the  decision-makers.  The 
simulations  included  in  the  DEIR  will  inform  these  discussions. 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97  regarding  effects  on  historic  resources  in  the  Concourse. 

Ventilation  Structures 
Comments 

Ventilation  Shafts  -  Page  58  describes  stainless  steel  and  concrete  ventilation  shafts  to  be 
hidden  behind  existing  trees  and  new  landscaping.  Figure  3,  page  7,  shows  the  diagrammatic 
location  of  the  shafts.  Under  Air  Quality,  page  183,  the  shafts  are  described  as  10'  high  and 
14'  wide.  The  conclusions  of  the  Visual  Quality  section,  page  58,  are  that  these  "would  be 
concealed  behind  existing  trees  and  new  landscaping  and  would  not  be  visible  from  the 
Concourse  or  along  the  existing  pedestrian  path  to  the  Concourse"  and  would  "therefore,  not 
alter  the  general  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity..." 

The  location  of  one  shaft  is  shown  immediately  adjacent  to  the  de  Young's  new  Children's 
Garden  of  Enchantment,  an  area  characterized  by  the  Pool  of  Enchantment,  seating  areas,  the 
historic  palm  trees,  and  low  plantings  of  perennials.  The  shaft  is  shown  just  to  the  northeast, 
on  the  slope  down  to  the  path  that  connects  the  Children's  Garden  (at  9th  Avenue)  with  the 
Concourse  area. 

Furthermore,  plans  have  been  considered  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  Museum 
to  connect  the  Children's  playground  at  9th  Avenue  to  the  de  Young's  Children's  Garden  with 
a  new  path  from  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under  JFK  up  the  slope  and  directly  into  the  Children's 
Garden.  If  the  location  of  the  shaft  is  not  carefully  considered,  its  placement  could  prevent  this 
path  from  being  installed  or  be  an  eye  sore  along  its  route. 

Ventilation  shafts  are  typically  not  visually  pleasing,  make  noise  and  have  unpleasant  and 
unhealthy  emissions  (see  comments  in  Air  Quality).  The  design  of  these  shafts,  their  location 
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and  the  mitigating  plantings  need  to  be  studied  carefully;  otherwise,  we  believe  they  could 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment,  particularly  our  Children's  Garden  and  the 
pedestrian  path  nearby.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  Harry  Parker,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museums  of 
San  Francisco) 

Page  57/58  -  The  visual  simulations  should  include  the  14-foot  diameter  by  10-foot  tall 
ventilation  shafts  proposed. 

Page  58  -  The  plan  does  not  include  any  ventilation  shafts  for  the  Tenth  Avenue  entry  tunnel. 
It  is  assumed  that  there  will  not  be  a  need  for  ventilation  for  this  structure,  other  than  areas 
identified  on  the  plan.  If  additional  ventilation  structures  are  required,  they  should  be 
identified  and  assessed  in  the  EIR 

Page  92  -  The  DEIR  notes  that  any  damage  or  alteration  to  topography  and  vegetation 
occurring  during  construction  of  the  ventilation  structures  would  be  replaced  according  to 
current  configuration.  This  recommendation  should  be  a  mitigation  measure  to  reduce 
construction  impact  and  retain  historic  landscape  value  within  the  park  (i.e.  screening  of 
incompatible  structures). 

This  ventilation  shaft  will  likely  interfere  the  pathway  plan  being  considered  to  link  the  de 
Young's  Childrens  Garden  and  the  existing  Childrens  Playground  on  the  north  side  of  John  F. 
Kennedy  Drive  at  Ninth  Avenue.  The  impact  to  the  pathway  from  the  location  of  this 
ventilation  shaft  should  be  addressed.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren 
Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Garage  Ventilation  Shafts:  What  parts  of  the  garage  ventilation  shafts  are  stainless  steel  and 
parts  are  concrete?  What  "landscaping"  will  be  used  to  screen  them?    (Dee  Dee  Workman, 
San  Francisco  Beautiful) 

The  garage  will  have  NO  natural  light  or  air  circulation.  They  were  removed  as  too  costly. 
Ventilation  shafts  that  are  1 1  feet  tall  "would  not  be  visible  from  the  Concourse  or  along  the 
existing  pedestrian  path  to  the  Concourse"  because  they  would  be  "concealed  behind  existing 
trees  and  new  landscaping."  But  they  surely  would  be  seen  from  other  Park  locations  and 
heard  from  all  surrounding  location.  This  impact  must  be  addressed.  (Joan  Downey, 
President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  17,  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  "The  Underground  Parking  Facility 
would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  three  street-level  air  intake  shafts  and  two 
ventilation  structures  around  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be 
up  to  14  feet  in  diameter  and  approximately  10  feet  high.  The  ventilation  structures  would  be 
constructed  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  within  the  tree  line  south  of  the  intersection  of  Tea 
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Garden  and  Kennedy  Drives,  near  the  Pershing  Monument."  As  depicted  on  Figure  3,  p.  7  of 
the  DEIR,  one  ventilation  shaft  would  be  located  northwest  of  the  proposed  California 
Academy  of  Sciences  structure  and  the  other  located  northwest  of  the  new  de Young  Museum. 
No  additional  ventilation  shafts  are  proposed  or  required. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  proposed  location  of  the  ventilation  shaft  near  the  New 
de  Young  Museum  has  been  moved.  As  shown  in  Figure  3  (Revised),  below,  the  proposed 
ventilation  shaft  adjacent  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would  be  moved  about  200  feet  north, 
and  farther  from  of  the  Children's  Garden  of  Enchantment.  In  addition,  the  revised  paragraph 
provides  the  updated  number  of  intake  grills,  correct  ventilation  system  elements,  and 
ventilation  structure  design. 

DEIR  p.  17,  first  paragraph,  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  incorporating  six 
three  street-level  air  intake  grills  shafts  and  two  ventilation  shafts  structures  around  the 
Music  Concourse  area.  The  ventilation  shafts  structures  would  be  up  to  14  feet  in 
diameter  and  approximately  10  feet  high.  The  ventilation  shafts  structures  would  be 
constructed  east  of  the  Music  Concourse  within  the  existing  tree  line  south  of  the 
intersection  of  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy  Drives  and  east  of  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences.  The  ventilation  shafts  would  be  steel  construction  and  painted  green.  The 
shafts  would  be  enclosed  on  all  sides  with  wire  mesh  upon  which  vines  would  grow. 
Shrubbery  and  trees  would  also  be  planted  around  the  structures.  The  locations  of  air 
intake  grills  and  ventilation  shafts  are  identified  on  Figure  3. 

The  DEIR,  p.  58  concludes,  "The  shafts,  made  of  stainless  steel  and  board-formed  concrete 
would  be  concealed  behind  existing  trees  and  new  landscaping  and  would  not  be  visible  from 
the  Concourse  or  along  the  existing  pedestrian  path  to  the  Concourse." 

The  DEIR  p.  58,  last  paragraph,  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Ventilation  shafts  proposed  in  the  project  area  would  be  located  to  the  south  of 
Kennedy  Drive  adjacent  to  the  de  Young  Museum  and  to  the  north  of  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences,  west  of  Academy  Drive.  The  shafts,  made  of  stainless  steely 
painted  green  with  a  wire  mesh  to  support  vines  and  board-formed  concrete,  would  be 
concealed  behind  existing  trees  and  new  landscaping  and  would  not  be  visible  from  the 
Concourse  or  along  the  existing  pedestrian  path  to  the  Concourse.  The  ventilation 
shafts  would,  therefore,  not  alter  the  general  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse 
vicinity  or  the  overall  Park. 
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The  revised  locations  and  design  of  the  ventilation  structures  would  not  change  DEIR 
conclusions;  the  structures  would  not  have  significant  visual  quality  effects. 

See  also  the  responses  on  C&R  pp.  255  and  260  regarding  ventilation  shaft  effects. 

Ramps  and  Handrails 
Comment 

Enhance  Visual  Quality  Section  of  the  Report:  The  visual  quality  section  of  the  DEIR  is  quite 
limited,  especially  regarding  the  areas  of  the  concourse  that  interface  with  the  garage.  The 
report  states  that  metal  handrails  will  be  needed  above  tunnels  and  for  the  ramps  descending  in 
the  bowl.  In  addition,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  ramps  hugging  the  pedestrian  tunnels  or  the 
walkways  over  the  pedestrian  tunnels  will  have  to  meet  ADA  standards.  If  so,  what  will  be  the 
visual  impact  of  the  requisite  curbs  and  handrails?  The  DEIR  states  that  "the  changes  would 
not  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact"  yet  the  report  provides  little  or  no  illustration  to 
reinforce  this  statement.  A  horizontal  layout  plan  for  the  project  area  would  help  to  illustrate 
this  impact.    (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San  Francisco  Beautiful) 

Response 

Project  plans  would  include  code-required,  42-inch-high  guardrails  at  the  top  of  exit  openings 
and  above  garage  entries.  Shrubbery  and  vines  would  be  planted  around  these  railings  so  they 
would  become  enclosed  in  greenery  to  limit  visibility  of  the  railings.  These  conditions  would 
not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  visual  quality. 


Barriers 
Comment 

Phase  II  involves  a  partial  closure  of  the  connection  of  Kennedy  Drive  with  the  Concourse, 
restricting  access  from  the  north  solely  to  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles.  Per  the  Draft  EIR, 
page  129,  the  restriction  would  be  accomplished  with  signage  and  enforcement  only  but  finds 
that  "enforcement  would  be  difficult  without  physical  barriers  or  constant  presence  of  traffic 
control  officers."  If  it  is  likely  that  physical  barriers  would  need  to  be  employed,  the  design  of 
those  barriers  could  be  a  visual  quality  issue.  Certainly,  the  temporary  barriers  employed 
currently  for  Sunday  road  closure  as  pictured  in  Figures  15  and  16  are  unattractive  and  not  in 
keeping  with  the  improvements  proposed  under  Phase  I.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine 
Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  „     n  _„  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-78  — — — - 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24  >  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 

Response 

As  with  other  improvements  with  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  appropriate 
directional  signage  would  be  provided  on  roadways  near  the  Park  and  at  the  Eighth  Avenue 
and  Tenth  Avenue  entrances.  The  signage  would  be  designed  to  be  visible  to  drivers  as  well  as 
consistent  with  the  Park  setting.  As  with  current  Sunday  closure  operations,  there  would  need 
to  be  a  gate  or  barrier  system,  or  traffic  control  officers,  to  allow  Muni  and  other  permitted 
vehicles  to  enter  or  leave  the  Concourse  from  Kennedy  Drive.  The  form  of  these  controls  has 
not  been  developed,  and  costs  of  operation  cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time.  See  the  response 
on  C&R  p.  88  regarding  visual  effects  of  Phase  II  signage. 

Tree  Removal 
Comments 

The  Draft  EIR  identifies  the  trees  to  be  removed  with  Phase  1,  on  page  60,  the  trees  to  be 
removed  by  Phase  II,  on  page  61.  This  implies  that  no  other  trees  will  be  removed  or 
endangered  within  the  construction  area.  No  mention  is  made  of  a  tree  preservation  plan  to 
protect  valuable  trees  or  other  plant  material  in  areas  adjacent  to  the  construction  activities. 
Further,  no  discussion  occurs  as  to  the  long-term  ability  of  the  Park  Department  or  the 
Museum  to  plant  and  maintain  shrubs  and  major  trees  over  and  adjacent  to  the  tunnel  and 
garage  structures. 

The  museum  has  developed  a  plan  for  preservation  of  mature  trees  along  JFK  and  along  the 
northeast  edge  of  the  Museum's  site.  We  have  also  developed  an  extensive  planting  plan  in 
consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  for  these  areas.  Further,  we 
transplanted  the  historic  palms  to  a  special  nursery  in  Golden  Gate  Park  so  they  can  be 
returned  to  the  front  entry  plaza  and  Children's  Garden  of  the  new  de  Young.  It  is  important 
that  the  palms  as  well  as  the  other  preserved  trees  and  new  plantings  be  able  to  survive  and 
thrive  in  their  new  environment  and  that  they  can  be  maintained  and  replaced,  as  necessary,  in 
the  future.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Page  34  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  proposed  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Underground 
Through  Street  would  involve  the  removal  of  approximately  73  trees  to  accommodate  the 
Phase  I  ramp.  Although  the  DEIR  indicates  that  the  ramp  will  not  degrade  the  overall  visual 
quality  or  park  landscape,  the  discussion  should  include  an  evaluation  of  the  removal  of  trees 
impacting  the  existing  shield  of  vegetation  that  currently  screens  the  park  users  from  the  urban 
street  scene  along  Fulton  Street,  and  whether  this  would  be  an  impact  (refer  to  discussion 
under  Summary  Section  S-7).    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge, 
Golden  Gate  Park) 

Page  60  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  proposed  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Underground 
Through  Street  would  involve  the  removal  of  approximately  73  trees  to  accommodate  the 
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Phase  I  ramp.  Although  the  DEIR  indicates  that  the  ramp  will  not  degrade  the  overall  visual 
quality  or  park  landscape,  the  discussion  should  include  an  evaluation  of  the  removal  of  trees 
impacting  the  existing  shield  of  vegetation  that  currently  screens  the  park  users  from  the  urban 
street  scene  along  Fulton  Street,  and  whether  this  would  be  an  impact  (refer  to  discussion 
under  Summary  Section  S-7).  The  visual  simulations  shown  should  be  revised  to  show  to  what 
extent  the  street  edge  along  Fulton  would  look  like  with  the  removal  of  73  trees  and  associated 
shrubbery. 

Page  66  -  The  DEIR  notes  that  the  naturalistic  and  pastoral  character  of  the  Park  would  not  be 
disturbed.  The  discussion  should  include  the  removal  of  the  73  park  trees  at  Fulton  Street  and 
if  this  project  component  will  affect  the  screening  of  the  park  users  from  the  street,  and  the 
street  from  the  park  users  (refer  to  previous  comments  related  to  this  concern).  ) 

Page  92/93  -  There  should  be  a  discussion  on  the  removal  of  major  trees  and/or  notable 
vegetation  that  defines  the  Concourse  and/or  entrances  to  the  park  as  part  of  Phase  I.  Visual 
impacts  and  replacement  mitigation  should  be  indicated.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General 
Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  revised  plan  for  the  Concourse  Bowl  also  shows  many  new  trees  being  planted  to  fill  in 
the  canopy.  This  is  an  excellent  idea  and  would  help  to  restore  the  historic  layout  of  the  trees. 
However,  the  plan  does  not  say  the  size  or  species  of  tree  that  would  be  planted  or  at  what 
point  in  time  they  would  be  planted.  Due  to  current  budget  deficits,  it  is  possible  that  the  older 
trees  would  be  eliminated,  and  no  new  trees  would  be  planted.  It  should  be  stated  in  the 
tree-planting  plan  that  all  of  the  new  trees  must  be  planted  before  any  of  the  older  trees  can  be 
removed. 

These  new  trees  should  be  at  least  of  48"  box  size.  They  would  have  to  have  straight  trunks 
and  be  able  to  be  pollarded  to  match  the  existing  trees  in  feeling.  The  Concourse  Authority 
should  begin  its  search  now  for  these  trees. 

Some  of  the  younger  existing  trees  in  the  Concourse  are  spindly  or  leaning  badly.  These 
should  be  replaced  with  new,  upright,  large  trees.    (Katherine  Howard,  ASLA) 

DEIR  PAGE  S-7  —  "Phase  II  would  involve  removal  of  approximately  68  trees,  50  east  of  the 
Academy."  This  implies  the  decision  has  been  made  to  allow  the  Academy  to  move  its 
footprint  some  30  ft.  east  from  it  existing  location.  As  this  has  major  impacts  on  the 
Authority's  ability  to  create  a  Pedestrian  Oasis,  such  a  decision  should  and  would  be  discussed 
in  a  comprehensive  EIR  involving  the  impacts  of  ALL  of  the  projects.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Response 

Tree  removal  in  the  Park  as  a  result  of  Phase  I  is  described  on  DEIR  p.  60,  "About  five  trees 
along  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  removed  for  construction  of  the  proposed  access  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility."  With  respect  to  tree  removal  as  a  result  of  Phase  II:  "Figure 
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18  shows  the  view  south  entering  the  Park  from  the  northeast  corner  of  Eighth  Avenue  near 
Kennedy  Drive,  including  the  entrance  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street.  From  this 
location,  trees  block  views  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Approximately  18  trees  would  be 
removed  in  order  to  accommodate  the  ramp"  (DEIR  p.  61);  and  "Figure  19  illustrates  the 
proposed  tunnel  and  ramp  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  from  Middle  Drive  East.  About 
50  trees  would  be  removed  and  a  portion  of  the  hillside  to  the  east  of  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences  building  would  also  be  graded  to  accommodate  the  tunnel"  (DEIR  p.  61). 

As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  60,  "Fulton  Street  provides  a  visual  opening  at  the  perimeter  of  the 
park,"  and  the  construction  of  the  tunnel  and  ramp  "would  change  the  visual  configuration  of 
the  surface  roadway"  (emphasis  added).  Figure  15  provides  a  visual  simulation  of  the  post- 
construction  ramp  and  Underground  Parking  Facility  entrance.  As  shown  in  this  figure,  some 
density  of  tree  cover  could  be  lost;  the  overall  perimeter  of  trees  surrounding  the  Park  would 
remain  intact  with  the  removal  of  the  required  trees  to  allow  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street 
ramp.  Based  on  this  simulation  and  on  a  review  of  field  conditions,  DEIR  p.  60  concludes 
that  a  change  in  configuration  of  the  roadway  would  not  constitute  a  degradation  of  visual 
quality  because  "trees  and  vegetation  inside  the  park  already  screen  views  from  this  location." 
Consequently,  scenic  views  from  north  of  the  Park  along  Tenth  Avenue  and  at  Fulton  Street 
would  not  be  affected. 

After  publication  of  the  DEIR  in  December  2002,  a  Tree  Preservation  Report  was  completed 
March  2003  by  HortScience  Inc.  to  identify  in  more  detail  trees  that  could  be  affected  by 
project  construction.  Overall,  about  115  trees  would  be  removed.  The  report  concluded  that 
72  trees  would  have  to  be  removed  for  construction  of  Phase  I.  Ten  of  those  trees  would  be 
palm  trees  that  would  be  replanted  in  the  Concourse  following  construction.  Of  the  remaining 
62  trees  affected  by  Phase  I,  25  were  reported  in  poor  condition  and  14  in  fair  condition  for 
preservation.    Five  would  be  removed  from  the  east  side  of  Tenth  Avenue  at  the  parking 
entry,  approximately  17  at  the  north  pod  and  access  tunnel,  approximately  seven  at  the 
connector  tunnel,  approximately  24  at  the  south  pod  and  approximately  nine  at  Academy 
Drive.1  Regarding  the  replacement  of  trees  to  be  removed,  Mitigation  Measure  31,  Historic 
Resources,  DEIR  p.  207  states,  in  part: 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _     _  FINAL  EIR 

C&R-81 


Golden  Gate  Park  concourse  authority  Projects  July  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 

A  landscape  plan  should  coordinate  efforts  to  rehabilitate  Park  vegetation  damaged  by 
the  construction  and  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Measures 
should  also  be  taken  to  protect  existing  planting  beds  and  ornamental  trees. 

As  described  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  50,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  in 
coordination  with  GGPCA,  has  developed  a  preliminary  landscape  plan.  A  tree  replacement 
plan  and  grading  plan  would  be  prepared  as  part  of  the  construction  documents  for  the 
Concourse  project  and  monitored  by  a  certified  arborist.  Specific  sizes  and  species  of  the 
replacement  trees  have  not  yet  been  determined,  but  trees  would  be  replaced  in  at  least  a  1  to  1 
ratio.  The  locations  of  the  replacement  trees  would  be  selected  to  be  consistent  with  the 
landscape  plan.  All  trees  would  be  monitored  following  replacement  to  ensure  the  success  of 
the  new  tree  plantings.  In  addition  to  tree  removal  and  landscape  improvements  resulting  from 
the  GGPCA  Projects  (The  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  Concourse  Surface 
Improvements),  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  proceed  with  the  Concourse 
Restoration.  The  Concourse  Restoration,  primarily  within  the  Concourse  Bowl  below  the 
surrounding  roadways,  would  also  incorporate  tree  replacement  into  its  design  and  is  intended 
to  be  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  Music  Concourse  Special 
Area  Plan  (p.  13-3  of  the  Master  Plan). 

Comment 

The  Draft  EIR  presumes  the  Academy  of  Sciences  wishes  to  expand  to  the  east,  and  these 
wishes  have  been  accepted  by  the  project  sponsors,  preventing  use  of  existing  right  of  way  as 
proposed  by  the  Sierra  Club  and  others.  In  a  functional  sense,  this  concession  prior  to  any 
Academy  EIR,  blocks  the  possibility  of  a  pedestrian  safe  Concourse  as  approved  by  the  voters. 
(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Response 

Figure  4,  Proposed  Music  Concourse  Site  Plan  with  Phase  II,  DEIR,  p.  10,  includes  the 
proposed  site  plan  for  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street  alignment,  shown  in  Figure  4,  would  not  be  precluded  by  the  CAS  plan, 
including  potential  future  expansion  of  the  Academy,  which  would  be  primarily  to  the  south, 
not  to  the  east,  of  the  building. 
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Lighting  and  Signage 
Comment 

Page  S-38  Areas  of  Controversy 

Visual  Impacts  associated  with  the  light  boards  for  the  garage  along  Fulton  Street  may  be 
controversial. 

Page  44  -  The  project  Initial  Study  does  not  evaluate  glare  and  light  from  the  proposed 
electronic  sign  boards  along  Fulton  Street.  The  Visual  Quality  section  should  evaluate  this 
project  component  and  determine  its  impacts  to  visual  quality  of  the  park,  as  well  as  its 
consistency  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Page  S-2 1  Garage  Operations  —  Installation  of  variable  electronic  signage  at  Fulton  Street  and 
Academy  Drive  to  notify  potential  parkers  is  inconsistent  with  the  overall  signage  program  and 
park  entry  features  envisioned  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (refer  to  pages  3-19,  7-6 
through  7-9  and  13-6).  Historically,  signage  has  been  kept  to  a  minimum  in  the  park  so  as  not 
to  conflict  with  the  pastoral  nature  of  the  landscape.  Park  entries  are  meant  to  be  inviting  and 
be  treated  with  highly  developed  landscape  and  architectural  features.  Electronic  signage 
boards  would  conflict  with  existing  signage  and  the  overall  aesthetic  of  the  landscaping 
treatment  and  image  along  Fulton  Street.  Electronic  signage  does  not  complement  the 
landscaping  edge  of  the  park,  visually  impacting  the  park  and  should  be  eliminated. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

DEIR  Appendix  A,  pp.  20-21  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  Initial 
Study,  states,  "As  noted  in  the  Project  Description,  above,  vehicle  parking,  drive  aisles, 
pedestrian  walkways,  and  vehicular  tunnels  would  be  illuminated  as  part  of  the  proposed 
parking  facility.  All  drive  aisles  and  parking  spaces  would  be  illuminated  with  one  fixture  per 
bay.  The  proposed  parking  facility  would  include  illumination  of  all  pedestrian  tunnels.  The 
proposed  garage  project  would  generally  replace  the  existing  street  lighting  poles  to  meet  the 
Park  Lighting  specifications  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan."  According  to  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  {Master  Plan),  p.  9-5,  Park  Lighting,  "The  proposed  lights 
would  consist  of  an  acorn-style  luminaire  on  a  traditional  pole  (approximately  16  feet  high). 
The  luminaire  would  likely  be  color  corrected  high  pressure  sodium  (150,  100,  or  70  watt) 
which  is  the  most  energy  efficient  for  outdoor  lighting." 

The  Initial  Study  concludes  that  by  replacing  existing  lighting  and  conforming  to  Master  Plan 
Park  Lighting  Specifications  the  project  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  substantially 
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impacting  other  properties.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  be  considered  to  create  a 
significant  adverse  visual  impact  related  to  light  under  CEQA. 

Lighted  signs  provided  at  the  entrance  portals  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  are 
intended  to  indicate  whether  either  or  both  of  the  parking  areas  are  full.  The  signs  would  be 
designed  with  low  profiles,  would  be  placed  at  portal  entrances,  and  would  not  constitute 
substantial  additional  sources  of  light.  Further,  the  signs  would  face  existing  roadways  such  as 
Fulton  Street  and  Academy  Drive  rather  than  landscaped  park  areas.  The  signs  would  be 
designed  for  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan  and  would  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  by 
the  GGPCA  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  included  an  analysis  of  potential  light  impacts  of  the 
Master  Plan.  As  stated  on  p.  193  of  the  Master  Plan  EIR,  the  analysis  determined  that 
implementation  of  the  plan  (including  proposed  increases  in  lighting)  would  not  result  in 
obtrusive  light.  The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  Master  Plan,  as 
discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  36-39,  in  proposing  improvements  in  an  area  recognized  by  the  Master 
Plan  as  a  cultural  center  in  the  park,  and  with  a  recognized  need  for  upgraded  security 
lighting.  Consequently,  the  conclusions  of  the  visual  quality  impact  analysis  in  the  Master 
Plan  EIR  remain  relevant  for  the  proposed  project,  and  consistent  with  the  Master  Plan  EIR. 
The  impacts  of  the  project  with  respect  to  light  and  signage  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Comment 

Page  195  -  Parking  4. a.  Parking  signage  shall  be  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan.  Signage  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum  in  the  park  so  as  not  to  conflict  with  the  pastoral 
nature  of  the  landscape.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Response 

Improvement  Measure  4. a,  DEIR  pp.  S-21  and  195,  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Install  signage  throughout  the  Park  and  the  major  access  roadways  directing  vehicles  to 
the  parking  facility  and  coordinate  with  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  de Young 
Museum  and  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  staff  to  include  directions,  hours  of 
operation  and  parking  rates  on  the  institutions'  telephone  system,  web  site  and  other 
informational  material.  New  signage  would  be  designed  consistent  with  the  Golden 
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Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  to  respect  the  historic  landscape  design,  and  meet  applicable 
requirements  for  vehicle  signage. 

Landscaping 

Comment 

Page  61  -  In  the  context  of  the  Music  Concourse,  introduction  of  garage  ramps  and  garage 
signage  would  impact  the  overall  visual  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  Area  and  east  end 
of  the  park  as  there  currently  are  no  garage  ramps  or  structures  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  landscaping  that  replaces  roadway  improvements  would  counter 
balance  this  effect.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate 
Park) 

Response 

DEIR  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  p.  57-  58  states: 

The  purpose  of  the  visual  simulation  is  to  depict  the  relative  height,  massing  and  scale 
of  the  project  elements  as  seen  from  a  range  of  vantage  points  against  the  backdrop  of 
the  existing  environment.  In  addition,  view  blockage  is  indicated  where  view  blockage 
from  project  construction  would  occur.  Texture  and  form  are  also  indicated  as 
appropriate  to  each  viewpoint  location.  Some  of  the  visual  simulations  developed  for 
the  six  selected  viewpoints  were  prepared  relatively  early  in  the  design  process,  and, 
therefore,  do  not  include  all  architectural  detailing  and  landscape  features  that  would  be 
incorporated  in  the  project.  These  visual  simulations,  presented  in  Figures  13  through 
18,  illustrate  the  major  changes  that  would  occur  on  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  as  a 
result  of  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  related  surface 
improvements.  The  views  assume  development  of  the  Underground  Through  Street 
between  Fulton  Street  and  Middle  Drive  East  (see  Figure  10,  p.  18)  as  noted  in  the 
Project  Description,  the  Underground  Through  Street  is  an  un-funded  public 
enhancement  of  the  project.  Therefore,  this  analysis  would  be  a  conservative,  full 
build-out  illustration  of  potential  effects.  Where  appropriate  in  the  simulations,  the 
figure  depicts  enhanced  landscaping,  removal  of  parking,  and  narrowing  of  roadways. 
These  changes  would  be  illustrative  of  the  general  visual  character  resulting  from 
implementation  of  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  projects.  Final  landscape  plans  have  not  been 
developed,  and  could  vary  from  elements  in  the  figures.  Overall  conclusions, 
however,  would  be  expected  to  be  consistent  with  the  information  shown. 

Landscaping  plans  have  not  been  finalized  and  could  vary  as  stated  above.  For  example,  the 
walls  of  the  Tenth  Avenue  ramp  or  Academy  Drive  Ramp  could,  over  time,  be  screened  by 
landscaping.  The  simulations  illustrate  overall  changes  in  the  visual  character  of  the  project 
site  with  implementation  of  the  project.  As  a  result,  the  visual  simulations  would  be 
considered  appropriate  for  the  purposes  of  evaluating  whether  or  not  the  project  would 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 

substantially  degrade  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings,  and  provide  a 
basis  for  the  DEIR  conclusions  regarding  visual  quality. 

Comment 

Figure  14  implies  that  the  pedestrian  tunnels  would  be  restored  as  is.  Current  plans 
significantly  alter  the  shape  of  the  Northeast  tunnel  and  narrow  it  from  17.5  ft.  to  13  ft. 
{Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  p. 57  states,  "The  purpose  of  the  visual  simulation  is  to 
depict  the  relative  height,  massing  and  scale  of  the  project  elements  as  seen  from  a  range  of 
vantage  points  against  the  backdrop  of  the  existing  environment."  The  profile  and  overall 
width  of  the  northeast  pedestrian  tunnel  with  Phase  I  depicted  in  Figure  14  would  be  similar  to 
the  profile  of  the  existing  tunnel.  The  tunnel  would  only  appear  slightly  different  based  on 
alterations  made  to  meet  ADA  requirements  for  height  along  the  walls.  This  would  not  be  a 
significant  visual  impact. 

Other  Concourse  Projects 
Comment 

Illustrate  project  impact:  While  SFB  recognizes  that  it  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  EIR  to 
address  the  impact  of  the  two  other  construction  projects  taking  place  around  the  concourse 
(the  Academy  of  Sciences  renovation  and  the  de  Young  Museum  construction),  a  detailed 
simulation  of  the  concourse  and  these  three  projects  would  benefit  all  of  the  projects  by 
illustrating  how  they  inhabit  the  concourse  as  well  as  how  they  interface  with  one  another.  We 
encourage  you  to  create  this  simulation.    (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San  Francisco  Beautiful) 

Response 

The  DEIR  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects'  visual  simulations  are 
based  on  plans  for  the  new  DeYoung  Museum  that  is  under  construction,  since  the  DEIR  for 
this  project  was  published  and  certified  by  2001.  However,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  Projects  DEIR  only  includes  the  existing  Academy  of  Sciences  building,  since  the 
DEIR  for  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  was  not  published  until  after  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  DEIR  was  completed.2 
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Coordination  among  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority, 
the  de Young  Museum,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  Commission,  and  other 
affected  agencies  is  currently  occurring  on  a  regular  basis.  This  coordination  would  continue 
during  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects. 
Coordination  has  also  occurred  throughout  the  environmental  review  process,  including  in  the 
development  of  a  consistent  transportation  methodology  and  impacts  analysis.  Proposed  new 
construction  of  all  three  facilities  would  be  generally  compatible  with  the  existing  Park 
landscape  in  location,  size,  scale,  and  materials.  The  individual  compatibility  of  the  New 
de  Young  Museum,  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  the 
continuity  of  use  in  the  Concourse  suggests  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  three  proposed  or 
approved  projects  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  adversely  impact  the  visual  quality  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  or  the  Music  Concourse. 

Comment 

The  renderings  of  Square  One  Productions  are  inaccurate. 

Figure  13  does  not  represent  the  de  Young  structure  as  approved.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 
Response 

The  general  massing  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum  depicted  in  Figure  13,  DEIR,  p.  50,  is  the 
revised  de  Young  Museum  plans  approved  in  2001,  including  the  New  de  Young  Museum 
tower. 

Phase  II  Visual  Effects 
Comment 

Barricades  at  Kennedy  Drive  under  Phase  II  —  When  viewing  the  proposed  views  in  Figures 
16  and  17  for  Phase  I,  it  is  clear  that  through  road  narrowing  and  the  other  proposed  changes 
under  Phase  I  that  there  is  an  overall  improvement  in  the  organization  and  expansion  of 
landscape  elements  along  and  between  roadways.  However,  no  such  views  are  provided  for 
Phase  II.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

Figures  18  and  19,  DEIR  p.  55  and  56,  illustrate  the  visual  changes  that  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  Phase  II. 
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Comment 

Figure  19  resembles  nothing  publicly  presented  previously.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
Response 

Figure  19:  View  North  From  Middle  Drive  East  with  Phase  II  (Near  East  Side  of  California 
Academy  of  Sciences),  DEIR  p.  56,  illustrates  the  proposed  vehicle  entrance  to  the 
Underground  Through  Street  from  Middle  Drive  East.  This  alignment  is  shown  in  Figure  4: 
Proposed  Site  Plan  with  Phase  II,  DEIR  p.  10.  While  the  configuration  of  the  Middle  Drive 
East  entrance  has  been  refined,  it  is  essentially  the  same  as  that  illustrated  for  the  same 
location  in  the  Initial  Study,  Figure  4,  DEIR  Appendix  A,  p.  7. 

Comment 

Page  198  -  Intersections  with  Significant  Project  Contributions,  Paragraph  12.  The  visual 
impact  and  consistency  with  park  signage  associated  with  the  signalization  of  Kennedy  Drive 
at  Eighth  Avenue  and  Underground  Through  Street  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIR. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Based  on  DEIR  Section  III.D,  Transportation,  traffic  contributions  to  the  2015  Cumulative 
conditions  from  the  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution  to 
cumulative  conditions  at  Kennedy/Eighth  Avenue  (weekday  PM,  with  Phase  I  and  Phase  II). 
Mitigation  for  this  impact  would  include  Mitigation  Measure  12,  DEIR  p.  12, 
"Kennedy/Eighth/Underground  Through  Street  (Phase  II  -  weekday  PM):  Signalize 
intersection.  With  this  measure,  the  intersection  operations  would  improve  to  LOS  C.  With 
this  change,  the  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour." 

Figure  18,  DEIR  p.  55,  shows  a  view  at  Eighth  Avenue  near  Kennedy  Drive.  If  this 
intersection  were  to  be  signalized,  the  poles,  lights,  and  other  signal  structures  would  be 
added,  changing  the  visual  quality  and  nature  of  the  park  along  Kennedy  Drive.  Visual 
changes  resulting  from  an  additional  signal  would  be  considered  significant  but  not  adverse. 

Three  traffic  signals  exist  within  the  park;  two  are  located  within  the  State  right-of-way  along 
Crossover  Drive  (State  Route  1)  and  are  not  within  the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The  other  traffic  signal  is  at  the  intersection  of  Kezar  Drive 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality 


and  King  Drive  (near  Kezar  Stadium)  and  is  under  the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

Although  the  visual  changes  resulting  from  an  additional  signal  would  not  be  considered  a 
significant  environmental  impact,  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  circulation  element  of  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  which  does  not  anticipate  the  construction  of  new  signals 
within  the  Park. 


NOTES  -  Visual  Quality 

'     Tree  Preservation  Report,  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse  Underground  Parking,  San  Francisco,  CA, 
HortScience,  Inc.,  March  25,  2003. 

2     California  Academy  of  Sciences  DEIR,  March  15,  2003. 
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HISTORIC  RESOURCES 

Setting 

Comment 

Page  85  -  Alvord  Bridge  is  a  National  Historic  Civil  Engineering  Landmark  as  designated  by 
the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  not  a  National  Historic  Landmark.  (Elizabeth 
Goldstein) 

Response 

DEIR,  p.  85,  first  full  paragraph,  last  sentence  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

In  addition,  the  Alvord  Lake  Bridge  (built  in  1889),  at  Kezar  Drive  west  of 
Haight  Street,  is  listed  as  a  National  Historic  Civil  Engineering  Landmark;  it  is 
significant  to  civil  engineering  as  America's  first  reinforced  concrete  bridge. 

Comment 

DEIR  PAGE  70 

HISTORIC  RESOURCES 

"The  area  east  of  Stow  Lake  was  developed  under  McLaren  for  the  California  Mid-Winter 
International  Exposition". 

ERROR:  The  choice  and  design  of  the  Concourse  are  credited  to  Rec  and  Park  Commissioner 
W.  W.  Stow  in  the  26th  Annual  Park  Commission  Report  dated  6/30/1897.  John  McLaren 
specifically  removed  himself  from  Mid- Winter  Fair  planning  per  Raymond  Clary,  The  Making 
of  Golden  Gate  Park,  the  Early  Years.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  Page  &  Turnbull  report,  on  DEIR  p.  99,  has  a  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
case  report  as  the  source  of  the  statement,  "the  layout  and  design  of  the  Music  Concourse  has 
often  been  attributed  to  John  McLaren."  As  noted  by  this  comment,  it  is  possible  that  primary 
source  research  may  reveal  otherwise.  The  comment  does  not  affect  the  analysis  or 
conclusions  in  the  DEIR. 
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Comment 

"The  natural  valley  was  hollowed  out  and  graded  in  1894." 

ERROR:  The  mid-winter  fair  opened  in  January  of  1894;  the  valley  was  created  in  1893. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR,  p.  70,  first  full  paragraph,  fourth  sentence  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  natural  valley  was  hollowed  out  and  graded  in  1893  by  men  using  mule 
teams  and  scapers." 

Comment 

ERROR:  Comparing  the  topographical  survey  of  William  Hammond  Hall  conducted  in  1870; 
the  valley  was  actually  filled  in  some  22  feet.  The  current  elevation  of  the  east  fountain  being 
221.8  ft,  and  surveyed  at  200  ft.  by  Hall.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

Early  topographical  surveys  of  San  Francisco  were  not  always  taken  using  "sea  level," 
understood  today  as  the  datum.  In  fact,  a  pier  at  the  wharf,  approximately  20  feet  above  water 
level,  was  often  used  as  the  datum  for  topographical  surveys.  This  may  explain  the  noted  20 
foot  discrepancy.  However,  it  is  unlikely  that  one  can  be  certain  about  any  historical 
measurement  without  knowing  the  true  source  of  William  Hammond  Hall's  original  datum. 

Pedestrian  Tunnels 
Comments 

The  most  disturbing  part  of  the  proposed  design,  however,  is  the  destruction  of  the  three 
pedestrian  tunnels  surrounding  the  concourse.  These  tunnels  are  of  great  historic  and  aesthetic 
importance.  Please  do  not  accept  any  plans  that  will  damage  the  tunnels.    (Jason  Gibbs  & 
Nghia  Hoang) 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  has  presented  plans  to  modify  and  in  some  cases 
to  eliminate  essential  historical  elements  in  the  Music  Concourse  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  We  are 
concerned  that  there  seem  to  be  no  overall  historical  preservation  design  guidelines  established 
for  these  changes  and  that  historical  elements  are  being  destroyed  without  careful  consideration 
of  their  place  in  the  overall  design. 

We  strongly  recommend  that  you  refer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  -  Guidelines  for  the  Treatment  of  Cultural  Landscape  (1996). 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
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According  to  this  standard  for  historical  landscape  preservation,  it  is  vital  to  consider  the 
character-defining  features  of  a  landscape.  A  character-defining  feature  is  a  "prominent  or 
distinctive  aspect,  quality  or  characteristic  of  a  cultural  landscape  that  contributes  significantly 
to  its  physical  character.  Land  use  patterns,  vegetation,  furnishing,  decorative  details  and 
materials  may  be  such  features."  A  historic  designed  landscape  is  "a  landscape  that  was 
consciously  designed  or  laid  out  by  a  landscape  architect,  master  gardener,  architect,  engineer, 
or  horticulturist  according  to  design  principles. . . " 

Another  Concourse  Authority  proposal  is  to  eliminate  completely  one  Concourse  Bowl 
pedestrian  tunnel  or  to  funnel  pedestrians  through  the  garage  and  up  steps  to  reach  the  Bowl 
from  the  Shakespeare  Garden.  The  other  two  tunnels  would  be  destroyed  and  rebuilt,  using 
non-historic  materials  for  their  reconstruction.  Certainly  these  pedestrian  tunnels  are  unique 
features  of  this  design.  They  have  been  there  over  100  years  and  are  thus  defined  as  historic. 
According  to  the  Standards,  "Circulation  features  may  include,  roads,  parkway,  drives,  trails, 
walks,  paths...".  "New  additions,  exterior  alterations,  or  related  new  construction  will  not 
destroy  historic  materials,  features,  and  the  spatial  relationships  that  characterize  the 
property."  "New  additional  and  adjacent  or  related  new  construction  will  be  undertaken  in 
such  a  manner  that,  if  removed  in  the  future,  the  essential  form  and  integrity  of  the  historic 
property  and  its  environment  would  be  unimpaired."  Since  the  Concourse  Authority  is 
proposing  removing  one  tunnel  completely  and  building  a  garage  in  its  place,  it  is  clear  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  replace  this  feature  in  the  future  in  a  historically  accurate  manner. 
Rebuilding  the  other  two  tunnels  with  non-historical  materials  such  as  the  proposed  corrugated 
metal  sewer  pipe,  also  violates  the  Standards.    (Margaret  E.  Mori,  National  Chair,  Historical 
Landscape  Preservation  Group,  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects) 

The  tunnels  are  features  built  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  and  are  associated  with 
improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse,  a  contributing  feature  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic 
District.  Found  throughout  the  park,  tunnels  are  characteristic  of  circulation  improvements 
begun  in  1889.  These  tunnels  are  a  part  of  a  system  of  landscape  improvements  intended  to 
fulfill  the  park's  design  philosophy  to  separate  pedestrian  and  vehicular  circulation.  They  also 
represent  early  uses  of  concrete  construction.  For  example,  the  Lake  Alvord  Bridge,  near  the 
Haight  Street  entrance  to  the  park,  designed  by  Ernest  L.  Ransome,  built  in  1889  and 
recognized  as  a  civil  engineering  landmark,  is  said  to  be  the  first  reinforced  concrete  bridge 
built  in  America. 

These  elements  clearly  contribute  to  the  quality  and  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  its 
connection  to  the  Park's  overall  circulation  system.  As  such  the  first  consideration  should  be 
retain  and  rehabilitate  according  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Standards  for  Restoration. 
Such  action  would  mitigate  this  portion  of  the  project's  negative  effect  on  the  contributing 
resources  of  the  Music  Concourse. 

Should  the  structural  condition  of  the  tunnels  warrant  demolition,  Heritage  believes  the 
replacement  approach  to  these  three  tunnels  should  replicate  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  the 
current  design  features  of  each  tunnel,  avoiding  significant  modifications  to  their  height,  width 
and  architectural  detail. 
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The  retention  of  pedestrian  access  through  the  Southwest  Tunnel  via  the  garage  to  the  Music 
Concourse  is  preferred  to  the  abandonment.  The  design  and  detailing  of  glazing  and  closures 
should  minimize  the  effect  of  any  closure  deemed  necessary. 

The  effect  of  structural,  life-safety  or  other  code  requirements  should  be  minimized  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible  to  maintain  the  extant  spatial  and  architectural  characteristics  of 
the  tunnels.    (Charles  Edwin  Chase,  AIA,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Architectural 
Heritage) 

Although  the  DEIR  does  a  generally  good  job  of  identifying  historical  resources  within  the 
project  area,  and  of  assessing  potential  impacts  to  them,  it  should  specifically  identify  the 
pedestrian  circulation  pattern  of  the  Music  Concourse.  A  park  such  as  Golden  Gate  Park  is 
comprised  not  only  of  its  physical  components,  but  equally  importantly  of  carefully 
orchestrated  circulation  plans,  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian.  This  is  most  evident  in  the  more 
formally  composed  area  such  as  the  Music  Concourse.  The  structures  themselves,  and  their 
spatial  relationships  are  primarily  intended  to  create  a  particular  experience  for  their  users. 

In  the  case  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels,  that  experience  is  envisioned  as  one  of  complete  isolation 
from  environmental  distractions  as  transit  is  made  between  different  areas.  Both  the  proposed 
project  and  the  proposed  variant  eliminate  this  important  character  defining  feature  for  the 
southwest  tunnel.  The  project  proposes  to  substitute  passage  through  a  busy  parking  garage, 
while  the  variant  channels  circulation  above  ground  and  across  an  active  roadway.  Both 
proposals  also  eliminate  important  physical  features  of  the  tunnel. 

Given  these  serious  impacts,  the  Landmarks  Board  cannot  concur  that  the  project  meets  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  (p.  90).  Specifically,  the  project 
appears  to  destroy  spatial  relationships  that  characterize  the  property. 

The  Landmarks  Board  believes  this  creates  a  substantial  adverse  effect,  and  that  the  DEIR 
should  be  amended  to  reflect  that.  Further,  the  Landmarks  Board  believes  that  mitigations 
should  be  identified  for  this  adverse  change.    (Tim  Kelley,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board) 

Question-How  will  the  destruction  or  gutting  of  the  historic  pedestrian  tunnels  built  as  an 
important  historic  feature  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  designed  to  separate  pedestrians  from 
traffic  be  mitigated?    (Tes  Welborn,  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  President) 

Impact  on  historical  structures  not  adequately  addressed 

Page  S-9  states  "The  overall  historic  character  and  configuration  of  the  physical  features  in  the 
Concourse  would  not  change.  "  Removal  of  the  over  100  year  old  historic  South-West 
pedestrian  tunnel  clearly  would  contradict  this  statement.  Also,  page  89  states  "The  changes 
to  the  Music  Concourse  stairways  and  berm  would  alter  existing  pedestrian  paths  and 
circulation  patterns  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  However,  the  project  would  maintain  the 
historic  formal  patterns  of  pedestrian  walkways..."  But  removal  of  historic  South-West 
pedestrian  tunnel  would  clearly  completely  disrupt  the  historic  pedestrian  walkway  and 
walking  patterns  in  that  area.  Therefore  the  statement  on  page  89  is  false.  (Michael  Smith, 
President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 
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Destruction  of  Historic  Pedestrian  Tunnels  (A  True  Shame)    (Patrick  Barron) 

ELIMINATING  OUR  HISTORIC  PEDESTRIAN  TUNNELS!  (Susan  Witka) 

Destruction  of  historic  pedestrian  tunnels.  The  proposed  alterations  would  appear  to  violate  the 
Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  1,  2,  and  5  and  would  diminish  the  integrity  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse.    (Patrick  Myall) 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  potential  destruction  of  our  treasured  tunnels  in  Golden  Gate 
Park.  These  three  tunnels  that  will  be  destroyed  for  a  parking  garage  are  a  part  of  our 
heritage.  They  are  of  great  historical  value  but  also  have  practical  use  for  pedestrians.  They 
give  our  park  character  and  should  not  be  sacrificed  to  accommodate  automobiles  that  we 
know  are  destructive  to  our  whole  society.  Not  many  years  down  the  road,  more  and  more 
people  are  going  to  realize  the  negative  effect  automobiles  have  on  our  society  and  will  more 
likely  bring  a  demand  for  less  garages.  We  should  be  ahead  of  the  curve  in  at  least  not 
destroying  valued  historical  structures  for  a  garage.    (Denise  D'Anne,  Building  Inspection 
Commissioner) 

The  more-than- 100-year-old  pedestrian  tunnels  are  not  included  as  historic  resources.  The  map 
of  the  historic  resources  confines  itself  to  the  so-called  "bowl"  of  the  Concourse.  By  drawing 
the  map  of  the  bowl  in  too  confined  a  form,  the  EIR  does  not  respect  Proposition  J  which 
stated  that  the  Music  Concourse  was  to  be  considered  to  lie  between  the  De Young  building  to 
the  Academy  building,  Proposition  J  does  not  describe  the  eastern  and  western  boundaries  of 
the  Concourse,  but  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  draws  the  Music  Concourse  Area  as 
being  bounded  by  MLK  Drive  and  Concourse  Drive  just  after  it  crosses  JFK  from  8th  Avenue. 
Thus,  the  Concourse  "bowl"  considered  in  the  EIR  as  bounded  merely  by  Tea  Garden  and 
Concourse  Drive  is  not  correct.  The  boundaries  of  the  Concourse  are:  the  de  Young  on  the 
north;  Concourse  Drive  at  its  origin  just  south  of  JFK  Drive;  the  Academy  on  the  south;  and, 
MLK  Drive  on  the  west. 

Historic  resources  demolished  and  then  rebuilt  are  no  longer  historic.  The  proposed  style  and 
materials  of  the  reconstruction  would  create  different  arch  forms  from  the  original  tunnel  arch 
forms  and  clad  them  in  un-traditional,  non-historic  materials.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow) 

DEIR  should  include  mitigation  measures  for  potential  impacts  from  loss  of  southwest 
Pedestrian  tunnel  and  other  historic  resources. 

Page  90  -  The  removal  of  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  will  affect  the  overall  integrity  of  the 
Concourse  by  manipulating  the  historic  visual  and  moving  experience  of  the  park  users.  The 
DEIR  should  explore  an  alternative  that  retains  the  tunnel.  It  is  our  understanding  that  original 
construction  materials  cannot  be  saved.  The  rebuilt  tunnels  should  offer  the  same  historic 
visual  and  visual  experience  while  complying  with  ADA  accessibility  requirements  and 
building  code  requirements  for  seismic  safety.  We  would  like  to  suggest  the  discussion  to 
include  an  analysis  of  pedestrian  movements  between  the  Shakespeare  Garden,  Strybing 
Arboretum,  Bandshell  and  Japanese  Tea  Garden.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein) 
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The  project  destroys  significant  historic  resources  and  alters  a  significant  historic  landscape. 

The  project  as  presented  is  devastation  to  the  historic  character  of  the  Concourse  and  Park. 

PAGE  89  -  "The  changes  to  the  Music  Concourse  stairways  and  berm  would  alter  existing 
pedestrian  paths  and  circulations  patterns  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  However,  the 
project  would  maintain  the  historic  formal  patterns  of  pedestrian  walkways,  and  the 
appearance  of  the  portals  as  seen  from  the  Music  Concourse.  Therefore,  overall  historic 
circulation  pattern  would  remain  intact  and  the  changes  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse 
impact." 

This  is  a  judgment  not  shared  by  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Board,  per  their  vote  on 
1/15/03. 

PAGE  91  -  "The  pedestrian  tunnel  is  directly  associated  with  improvements  made  to  the  Music 
Concourse  around  the  turn  of  the  century  and  is  a  character  defining  feature.  This  proposed 
variant  (removal  of  the  southwest  tunnel)  would  remove  or  destroy  an  original  architectural 
feature  associated  with  the  Music  Concourse,  an  important  cultural  precinct  within  Golden 
Gate  Park.  Removing  the  tunnel  and  eliminating  the  subterranean  pathway  would  alter  the 
spatial  orientation  and  the  circulation  pathway  between  the  Music  Concourse  to  the 
Shakespeare  Garden.  The  underground  pathway  establishes  a  pedestrian  link  between  two 
park  features.  The  proposed  alterations  would  appear  to  violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  for 
Rehabilitation  1 ,2,  and  3  and  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music 
Concourse." 

"In  the  context  of  the  overall  Music  Concourse  landscape,  the  proposed  changes  would  be 
minor." 

Again,  a  judgment  not  shared  by  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Board,  per  their  vote  on 
1/15/03. 

Prop  J  "(3)"  unless  otherwise  specified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  revitalized 
Concourse  shall  conform  in  shape  and  elevation  to  its  present  configuration,  and,  specifically, 
the  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  shall  not  result  in  any  material  rise  in  the 
grade  of  the  Concourse  to  the  extent  it  is  reasonably  feasible  to  maintain  the  existing  grade." 

The  filling  in  of  the  southern  portal  of  the  southwest  Tunnel  and  elevations  surrounding  the 
southern  portal  of  the  southeast  tunnel  are  in  violation.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Pedestrian  Tunnel  System  is  an  Historical  Right  of  Way.  —  The  pedestrian  tunnel  system  was 
built  in  1895  with  the  intent  of  providing  separation  of  pedestrian  from  vehicular  traffic,  and  is 
one  of  the  historical  features  of  the  park.  John  McLaren's  design  was  modeled  after  the 
through  traffic  grade  separation  system  familiar  to  him  from  the  Olmstead  design  for  Central 
Park  in  New  York,  and  embodies  the  principle  of  isolating  vehicles  from  pedestrians  as  much 
as  possible.  The  pedestrian  tunnel  system  was  designed  on  the  assumption  that  the  primary 
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intent  of  the  park  is  to  serve  its  pedestrian  users,  providing  citizens  with  a  network  of 
pedestrian  "rights  of  way"  away  from  the  traffic  hazard  and  noise  characteristic  of  the 
surrounding  urban  environment.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim 
Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

This  implies  that  auto  roadways  are  a  significant  historic  feature.  The  Concourse  and  its 
roadways  were  established  in  1900  many  years  before  the  automobile  was  even  allowed  into 
the  Concourse. 

As  the  destruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel(s)  has  been  considered  a  significant  environmental 
impact,  mitigations  measures  must  be  proposed.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

The  DEIR  calls  for  the  destruction  of  three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels  in  the  Music  Concourse. 
Two  of  these  tunnels  will  be  replaced,  but  the  southwest  tunnel  will  become  an  entrance  to  the 
parking  garage,  eliminating  grade- separated  safe  access  between  the  Shakespeare  Garden  and 
the  Concourse  Bowl.  Pedestrians  will  have  to  walk  through  the  garage  or  cross  Academy  Dr. 
at  the  surface  if  they  wish  to  access  the  Concourse  from  the  south.  Another  alternative  being 
considered  is  to  have  the  portal  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  become  simply  an  "architectural 
feature"  without  a  pedestrian  opening  at  all.  From  the  DEIR:  "Removing  the  tunnel  and 
eliminating  the  subterranean  pathway  would  alter  the  spatial  orientation,  and  the  circulation 
pathway  between  the  Music  Concourse  to  the  Shakespeare  Garden.  The  underground  pathway 
establishes  a  pedestrian  link  between  two  park  features.  The  proposed  alterations  would  appear 
to  violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  1,2,  and  5  and  would  diminish  the 
integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse.  The  DEIR  claims  that  "existing 
pedestrian  tunnels  ....  would  be  maintained"  and  the  pedestrian  environment  would  be 
"enhanced."    (Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

The  three  pedestrian  tunnels,  which  are  slated  for  destruction  by  the  Phase  I  project  are  each 
unique  107  years  old  features  that  provide  a  linkage  for  our  citizens  with  our  past.  Per 
Degenkolb  Engineers,  2001,  "Pedestrian  Tunnels  Golden  Gate  Park,  San  Francisco, 
California,"  Structural  Evaluation  Report,  the  structures  are  found  to  be  structurally  sound  and 
their  destruction  would  constitute  a  violation  of  the  General  Plan  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

The  proposed  plan  to  demolish  the  southwestern  pedestrian  tunnel  and  to  "reconstruct"  merely 
the  portals  as  garage  entrances  (p.  88  of  the  DEIR)  would  degrade  the  current  exclusively 
pedestrian  character  of  the  tunnel  system  and  bring  pedestrians  into  close  proximity  with  the 
noise,  hazard  and  fumes  of  automobiles. 

The  proposal  will  "replace  the  [southwest]  pedestrian  tunnel  with  a  new  walkway  at  the 
surface  above  the  parking  facility."  The  other  two  pedestrian  tunnels  would  be  demolished 
and  reconstructed  after  the  garage  is  completed,  thus  destroying  their  historic  character.  Of 
particular  objection  is  the  Study's  report  that  "The  project  would  maintain  the  historic  formal 
pattern  of  the  pedestrian  walkways,  and  the  appearance  of  the  portals  as  seen  from  the  Music 
Concourse"  (p.  89).  This  is  simply  untrue,  as  the  project  would  eliminate  the  historical 
pattern  of  the  pedestrian  walkways  and  transform  one  into  a  garage  entrance.  This  is 
unacceptable  and  will  lead  to  a  degradation  of  the  pedestrian  circulation  plan  of  the  park. 
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(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

Protect  the  Southwest  Portal:  The  DEIR  states  that  the  Concourse  Authority  is  considering  a 
variant  that  would  replace  the  pedestrian  tunnel  on  the  southwest  corner  of  the  concourse  with 
a  new  walkway  at  the  surface  above  the  parking  facility.  Please  describe  how  the  tunnel  will 
be  blocked  and  how  the  external  faces  of  the  tunnel  portals  will  be  treated.  We  suggest  treating 
these  surfaces  in  a  sensitive  and  creative  manner,  keeping  with  the  historic  character  of  the 
portal  while  deterring  graffiti  and  other  types  of  vandalism.    (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San 
Francisco  Beautiful) 

The  construction  of  the  garage,  as  planned,  will  destroy  the  three  107-year  old  pedestrian 
tunnels  surrounding  the  Concourse.  According  to  the  document,  the  two  eastern  tunnels  are  to 
be  restored,  but  neither  the  budget  nor  plans  support  this.  The  southwest  tunnel  and  its  right- 
of-way  will  be  permanently  removed.  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement 
Association) 

Response 

DEIR  Section  III.C,  Historic  Resources,  pp.  87-99,  discusses  potential  effects  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  vicinity,  including  the  proposed  project  and  a 
project  variant  for  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  leading  from  the  Concourse  Bowl  to  the 
Shakespeare  Garden.  As  described  in  DEIR  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  p.  9,  as  of 
December  2002,  the  proposed  project  would  reconstruct  the  southwest  tunnel  portals  with  a 
pedestrian  route  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility.  The  variant,  as  described  on 
DEIR  p.  12,  would  close  the  tunnel  and  provide  an  enhanced  surface  pedestrian  route  between 
the  Concourse  and  the  Shakespeare  Garden.  In  both  the  proposed  project  and  the  variant,  the 
tunnel  portals  would  be  retained  and  reconstructed.  The  GGPCA,  at  its  April  8,  2003,  board 
meeting,  adopted  a  resolution  to  move  forward  with  the  proposed  project— a  pedestrian  route 
through  the  parking  facility— together  with  a  surface  pedestrian  route  between  the  Concourse 
and  the  Shakespeare  Garden. 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  disagrees  with  some  of  Page  &  Turnbull's 
conclusions  regarding  historic  resources  presented  in  the  DEIR.  It  is  noted  that  under  CEQA 
Guidelines  Section  15151,  "disagreement  among  experts  does  not  make  an  EIR  inadequate, 
but  the  EIR  should  summarize  the  main  points  of  disagreement  among  the  experts." 
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The  comments  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  state  that  the  pedestrian  tunnels 
should  be  considered  individual  elements  of  architectural  significance  in  the  Music  Concourse. 
Other  comments  state  that  re-use  or  reconstruction  of  the  tunnels  should  meet  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Guidelines;  and  that  the  removal  of  the  southwest  tunnel  should  be  concluded  to 
be  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  historic  resources,  which  would  require  identification  of 
mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  in  the  DEIR  to  reduce  or  avoid  that  impact.  Some 
comments  expressed  that  reconstruction  of  tunnels  should  replicate  existing  design  features  to 
maintain  the  spatial  and  architectural  characteristics  of  the  tunnels. 

The  following  provides  further  detail  on  the  DEIR  analysis  relating  to  issues  raised  in  the 
comments. 

Pedestrian  Tunnels  as  Individual  Historical  Resource  Elements 

DEIR  p.  91  notes  that  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  is  a  character-defining  feature  of  the 
Music  Concourse,  and  its  removal  would  appear  to  violate  certain  of  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  rehabilitation  and  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  the  Music  Concourse  as  historic  resources.  However,  the  DEIR  on  pp.  91-92  concludes: 

In  the  context  of  the  overall  Music  Concourse  landscape,  the  proposed  changes 
would  be  minor,  and  would  not  materially  impair  the  potential  significance  of 
the  resource.  Enough  features  would  remain  intact  and  the  Music  Concourse 
would  retain  important  aspects  of  integrity  including  design,  setting,  and  feeling 
for  the  resource  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register.  With  a  few 
exceptions,  character-defining  features  such  as  the  shallow  bowl  and  earth 
berm,  trees,  lawns,  pedestrian  paths,  stairs,  two  pedestrian  tunnels,  and  the 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  would  remain  mostly  intact.  From  most  vantage 
points,  the  overall  spatial  distinction,  setting,  and  views  within  the  Music 
Concourse  would  remain  unchanged.  The  Music  Concourse  also  would 
maintain  its  orientation  to  the  Park  and  other  buildings  and  component  features 
such  as  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Finally,  the  new  proposed  circulation  path 
would  maintain  the  link  between  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  Shakespeare 
Garden.  Therefore,  the  variant  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
historic  resources. 

The  DEIR  cites  and  summarizes  the  report  by  Page  &  Turnbull,  Inc.,  historic  architecture 
consultants,  Golden  Gate  Park  Proposed  Underground  Parking  Structure:  Evaluation  of  the 
Potential  Effect  on  Historical  Resources,  Golden  Gate  Park,  San  Francisco ,  December  13, 
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2002.  The  Page  &  Turnbull  report,  as  noted  in  page  references  herein,  reviews  the  character 
and  features  of  the  Concourse  vicinity  and  identifies  the  Concourse  as  a  precinct  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  that  appears  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historic 
Resources.  The  DEIR  conclusions  reflect  a  review  of  the  Music  Concourse  as  an  historic 
resource,  and  an  analysis  of  project  effects  is  consistent  with  CEQA  Guidelines  Section 
15064.5,  as  discussed  further  below. 

It  is  also  noted  that  Chapter  V,  Significant  Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot  Be  Avoided  If 
The  Proposed  Project  Is  Implemented,  DEIR  p.  208,  states: 

In  accordance  with  Section  21100  (b)(2)(A)  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  Section  15126.2(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
this  chapter  identifies  significant  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced 
to  an  insignificant  level  by  implementing  mitigation  measures  included  as  part 
of  the  project  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented, 
identified  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures.  This  chapter  is  subject  to  final 
determination  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  the 
certification  process  for  the  EIR.  If  necessary,  this  chapter  will  be  revised  in  the 
Final  EIR  to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Planning  Commission. 

The  Page  &  Turnbull  report  and  the  DEIR  acknowledge  that  the  pedestrian  tunnels'  location, 
function,  and  design  are  a  part  of  the  Music  Concourse,  which  as  a  whole  is  considered  a 
significant  historic  resource  as  a  designed  landscape  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  However,  as 
discussed  further  herein,  the  alteration  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels,  and  removal  of  the  southwest 
tunnel,  as  proposed  in  the  project  variant,  would  not  change  the  conditions  in  the  Music 
Concourse  such  that  the  Concourse  would  no  longer  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  and  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  Page  & 
Turnbull  report  does  acknowledge  that  the  alterations  in  the  tunnels  would  not  be  consistent 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  and  would  diminish  the  integrity,  but  such 
alteration  would  not  substantially  reduce  the  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  Golden  Gate 
Park.  Because  the  DEIR  did  not  identify  a  significant  impact  on  historic  resources  from 
alteration  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels,  the  DEIR  in  turn  did  not  identify  mitigation  measures  for 
those  effects,  consistent  with  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.4. 
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Potential  Eligibility  and  Characteristics  of  the  Music  Concourse 

The  Music  Concourse  potentially  would  be  individually  eligible  for  the  California  Register  as 
a  designed  landscape  associated  with  the  California  Mid- Winter  Exposition  of  1894  and  the 
early  development  of  the  cultural  center  of  Golden  Gate  Park  (1900-1926).  The  boundaries  of 
the  historical  landscape  roughly  would  follow  the  inside  curbs  of  Academy  Drive  and  Tea 
Garden  Drive  as  they  encircle  the  Music  Concourse.  The  Music  Concourse  retains  integrity  of 
location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  and  feeling  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002, 
p.  IV-34). 

Character-Defining  Features 

The  Music  Concourse  is  a  component  landscape  defined  by  the  spatial  relationships, 
topography,  vegetation,  and  circulation  networks  evident  in  the  assemblage  of  trees,  turf 
lawns,  pathways,  stairs,  pedestrian  tunnels,  fountains,  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music. 
The  landscape  is  distinguished  from  the  Park  primarily  by  a  recessed,  landscaped  bowl 
encircled  by  an  earth  berm,  hedge,  sidewalk,  and  road.  The  bowl  has  a  number  of  circulation 
features,  including  five  sets  of  stairs,  three  pedestrian  tunnels  under  the  perimeter  road,  and  a 
monumental  set  of  stairs  that  flank  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music.  Pedestrian  circulation  is 
further  articulated  by  a  network  of  crushed  granite  and  paved  paths  formally  laid  out  on  east- 
west  and  north-south  axes.  Two  pathways,  one  within  the  Concourse  and  one  at  the  top  of  the 
berm,  encircle  the  landscape.  Fountains,  including  the  Rideout  Fountain,  define  important 
intersections  along  the  center  axis  of  the  Concourse.  A  fourth  fountain,  the  Phoebe  Apperson 
Hearst  Fountain,  is  incorporated  into  a  stairway  across  from  the  entrance  to  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences.  Several  monuments  and  sculptures  adorn  the  perimeter  of  the  Music 
Concourse.  Prominently  situated  at  the  west  end  of  the  Concourse,  the  Spreckels  Temple  of 
Music  provides  a  unified  and  formal  emphasis  to  the  layout.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument 
is  situated  on  axis  with  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music.  The  Music  Concourse  surface  includes 
turf  lawns  and  fields  of  crushed  granite  at  the  floor  of  the  bowl.  An  open  seating  area  with 
benches  faces  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music.  Prominent  vegetation  features  in  the  bowl 
include  rows  of  pollarded  sycamore  trees  on  the  Music  Concourse  floor  and  evergreen  hedges 
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around  the  perimeter  of  the  bowl.  Helping  to  block  wind,  the  tree  canopy  acts  as  a  roof  to  the 
Music  Concourse. 

Figure  2,  Existing  Site  Plan,  DEIR  p.  6,  depicts  the  existing  roads  and  pedestrian  paths  and 
the  locations  of  statues  and  monuments  in  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity.  Figure  2  illustrates 
the  pedestrian  paths  leading  from  Kennedy  Drive,  Middle  Drive  East  and  King  Drive  to  the 
Concourse,  Shakespeare  Garden,  and  Rhododendron  Dell,  including  routes  to  and  from  the 
pedestrian  tunnels  and  major  crosswalks  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive. 

Because  the  pedestrian  tunnels  are  directly  associated  with  the  designed  Music  Concourse 
landscape,  the  borders  of  the  historic  resource  would  also  include  the  pedestrian  tunnels  and 
portals  located  outside  of  the  bowl  area. 

The  borders  would  not  include  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  New  de Young  Museum,  or  the 
general  Music  Concourse  vicinity  extending  to  Kennedy  and  King  Drives  because  of  their 
indirect  association  with  the  designed  landscape  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  their 
compromised  integrity.  Similarly,  the  resource  boundary  currently  would  not  include  the 
perimeter  roads,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  Academy  Drive.  While  the  perimeter  roads  have 
existed  since  the  1894  Mid-Winter  Fair  and  the  subsequent  establishment  of  the  Music 
Concourse  to  provide  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  and  bowl,  there  is  no  direct  link 
to  the  designed  portion  or  function  of  the  Music  Concourse  which  specifically  evolved  as  a 
pedestrian  area.  Furthermore,  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  including  the  perimeter 
roads,  has  been  demonstrated  to  possess  significantly  impaired  historic  integrity.  In  their 
current  configuration,  the  roads  have  been  widened  and  modified  by  parking  areas.  National 
Register  guidance  recommends  excluding  "peripheral  areas  of  a  property  that  no  longer  retain 
integrity  (US  Department  of  the  Interior,  1991,  p.  56)." 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(b)  states  that  "[a]  project  with  an  effect  that  may  cause  a 
substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  a  project  that  may 
have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment."  The  historic  resource  in  question  is  the  Music 
Concourse,  not  the  pedestrian  tunnels.  As  noted  above,  it  is  the  Music  Concourse  that  is 
potentially  eligible  for  the  California  Register  as  a  designed  landscape.  (Page  &  Turnbull, 
2002,  p.  IV-34.)  The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  alter  the  Music  Concourse,  and 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Historic  Resources 

certain  aspects  of  this  alteration  would  not  always  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  as  noted  above.  However,  the  proposed  changes  to  the  Music  Concourse  would  not 
be  a  "substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  a  historical  resource."  For  purposes  of 
this  discussion,  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  a  historical  resource  is  defined 
by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5  as  follows: 

(1)  Substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource 
means  physical  demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource 
or  its  immediate  surroundings  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource 
would  be  materially  impaired. 

(2)  The  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  materially  impaired  when  a 
project: 

(A)  Demolishes  or  materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical 
characteristics  of  an  historical  resource  that  convey  its  historical 
significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion 
in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or 

[...] 

(C)  Demolishes  or  materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical 
characteristics  of  a  historical  resource  that  convey  its  historical 
significance  and  that  justify  its  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  as  determined  by  a  lead  agency  for  the 
purposes  of  CEQA. 

The  Guidelines  thus  establish  two  criteria  for  a  resource  to  be  materially  impaired:  (1)  a 
project  must  demolish  or  alter  in  an  adverse  manner  historically  significant  physical 
characteristics  of  the  resource,  and  (2)  those  physical  characteristics  must  justify  the  inclusion 
of  the  resource  in  the  California  Register.  The  Page  &  Turnbull  analysis  found  that  under 
both  the  proposed  project  and  southwest  tunnel  removal  variant,  the  Music  Concourse  would 
maintain  its  historic  integrity  and  would  continue  to  be  eligible  for  the  California  Register. 

The  concept  of  integrity  is  essential  in  identifying  the  important  physical  characteristics  of 
historical  resources  and,  hence,  in  evaluating  adverse  changes  to  resources.  Integrity  is  defined 
as  "the  authenticity  of  an  historical  resource's  physical  identity  evidenced  by  the  survival  of 
characteristics  that  existed  during  the  resource's  period  of  significance  (California  Code,  Title 
14,  Chapter  11.5.4852(c))."  More  specifically,  integrity  can  be  defined  as  the  ability  of  a 
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property  to  convey  its  significance  based  on  its  location,  design,  setting,  materials, 
workmanship,  feeling,  and  association.  (Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  36  CFR 
Part  800.5:  2000)  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  p.  IV-1). 

The  overall  character  and  significance  of  the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  is  defined  by  the  spatial 
organization,  topography,  vegetation,  and  circulation  networks  found  in  the  assemblage  of 
trees,  turf  lawns,  pathways,  stairs,  pedestrian  tunnels,  fountains,  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of 
Music.  With  the  proposed  project,  a  majority  of  these  features  would  remain  intact  and  the 
Music  Concourse  would  retain  historic  integrity  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  p.  IV-1). 

The  spatial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse  is  the  function  of  the  landscape  as  a  music 
center  distinguished  from  other  uses  in  the  Concourse  vicinity.  The  recessed  bowl  of  the 
Music  Concourse,  ornamented  with  trees  and  encircled  by  the  earth  berm,  emphasize  its 
distinguished  character.  A  number  of  stairs  and  tunnel  entrances  connect  the  bowl  to  the 
surrounding  precinct. 

Effects  of  Proposed  Southwest  Tunnel  Project 

The  proposed  project  retaining  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a  pathway  though  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility,  as  described  on  DEIR  p.  9,  would  alter  the  pedestrian  experience  in  this 
route  from  an  arched  tunnel  under  Academy  Drive  to  the  Shakespeare  Garden  to  a  path 
through  the  parking  area.  The  historic  tunnel  portals  would  be  reconstructed.  Those  changes 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect  on  an  historic  resource,  as  discussed  on  DEIR  pp. 
88-91. 

Effects  of  Southwest  Tunnel  Closure  Variant 

The  variant  that  proposes  closure  of  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  has  been  withdrawn  from 
consideration  by  the  GGPCA.  However,  the  following  responds  to  issues  raised  in  the 
comments,  if  the  variant  were  to  be  pursued. 

The  variant  would  alter  features  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  would  change  some  aspects  of 
the  spatial  organization  of  the  Concourse.  However,  essential  features  and  the  character  of  the 
Music  Concourse  would  remain  intact,  indicating  that  the  overall  spatial  organization  of  the 
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Park  and  vicinity  would  be  preserved.  The  Concourse  would  still  be  a  separate,  recessed  bowl 
set  aside  for  musical  events  and  other  recreational  activities.  The  topography  and  most  of  the 
earth  berm  would  remain  unaltered.  Exits  would  still  ascend  to  the  rim  of  the  bowl.  Two 
tunnels,  pathways,  and  a  new  pathway  would  still  provide  links  to  adjacent  gardens. 

The  withdrawn  project  variant  would  remove  the  south  portal  of  the  southwest  pedestrian 
tunnel  and  would  therefore  remove/destroy  an  original  architectural  element  associated  with 
the  Music  Concourse.  The  tunnel  is  directly  associated  with  improvements  made  to  the  Music 
Concourse  around  the  turn  of  the  20th  Century  and  is  a  character-defining  feature. 
Furthermore,  removing  the  tunnel  and  eliminating  the  subterranean  pathway  would  alter  the 
spatial  orientation  and  the  circulation  pathway  leading  from  the  Music  Concourse  to  the 
Shakespeare  Garden.  The  underground  pathway  between  these  two  Park  features  establishes  an 
important  pedestrian-only  link  and  enhances  the  natural  experience  between  these  two  park 
features.  The  proposed  alterations  would  appear  to  violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  for 
Rehabilitation  1,2,  and  5  and  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music 
Concourse  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  Appendix  D,  p.  5).  However,  as  noted  on  DEIR  pp.  91- 
92,  the  proposed  project,  including  the  variant,  would  not  materially  impair  the  significance  of 
the  Music  Concourse  as  an  historic  resource. 

Methods  for  Reconstruction  of  Existing  Tunnels 

Recent  architectural  and  engineering  evaluations  have  found  the  existing  tunnels  and  portals  to 
be  structurally  unsound  and  deficient  in  terms  of  building  code.  These  studies  suggest  that  the 
tunnels  are  deteriorated  beyond  adequate  repair.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards 
recommend  to  "replace  deteriorated  historic  materials  and  features  (US  Department  of  the 
Interior,  1996,  p.  62)."  The  recommended  approach  would  be  "using  existing  physical 
evidence  of  form,  material  and  detailing  to  reproduce  a  deteriorated  structure,  furnishing,  or 
object.  If  using  the  same  kind  of  material  is  not  technically,  economically,  or  environmentally 
feasible,  then  a  compatible  substitute  material  may  be  considered  (US  Department  of  the 
Interior,  1996,  p.  62)." 


The  project  would  reconstruct  the  tunnels  in-kind  using  concrete  and  would  meet  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior's  Standards.  The  two  tunnels  would  be  constructed  in  their  original  location 
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and  configuration.  The  new  portals  would  duplicate  the  original  portals  in  design,  profile, 
material,  and  texture.  The  actual  tunnel  profile  would  be  reconstructed  at  a  slightly  different 
circumference  to  comply  with  disability  access  provisions  and  codes.  The  overall  topography 
of  the  Concourse  and  the  two  tunnels  would  be  maintained.  In  general,  the  new  tunnels  would 
convey  the  same  visual  appearance  from  the  Music  Concourse  and  vicinity. 

Southwest  Tunnel  Improvement  Measure 

Although  the  DEIR  did  not  identify  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  historic  resources,  the 
following  Improvement  Measure  32  is  added  on  DEIR  pp.  S-33  and  207: 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

32.      Prior  to  any  removal  or  demolition  resulting  from  implementation  of  the 
Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  GGPCA  shall  prepare 
photographic  documentation  of  the  existing  Music  Concourse.  Copies  of 
the  photographic  documentation  and  would  be  submitted  to  the  following 
repositories:  The  History  Room  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

As  noted  above,  the  GGPCA  proposes  to  proceed  with  the  proposed  project  that  would  retain 
the  southwest  tunnel  route  as  a  pedestrian  route  through  the  upper  level  of  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility.  This  would  reconstruct  the  southwest  tunnel  portals  in  their  current  location. 
The  pedestrian  route  through  the  parking  facility  would  include  signage,  lighting  and  materials 
intended  to  provide  a  safe,  accessible  and  attractive  route.  In  addition,  the  GGPCA  proposes 
to  proceed  with  an  above-ground  path  that  would  also  maintain  the  surface  pathway  the 
Shakespeare  Garden  and  the  Concourse  Bowl  across  Academy  Drive.  These  changes  would 
not  significantly  alter  the  overall  pedestrian  network.  Other  pathways,  including  the  formal 
internal  network,  the  stairs,  the  grand  stair,  and  two  tunnels,  would  remain  intact.  The  overall 
concept,  layout,  and  visual  quality  of  the  pedestrian  circulation  would  remain  the  same. 

Other  Music  Concourse  Elements 
Comments 

In  addition,  installing  large  garage  exhaust  vents  near  pedestrian  paths  just  outside  of  the 
Concourse  Bowl  would  certainly  interfere  with  the  historical  design  of  the  park  area.  (Michael 
Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 
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The  Concourse  Authority  plans  to  add  garage  exits  from  the  garage  to  the  Bowl.  The  design  of 
these  exits  appears  to  be  fluctuating;  however,  there  has  been  discussion  of  the  guardrails 
planned  above  the  exits.  These  railings  will  be  visible  from  the  Bowl  and  be  compared  to  the 
existing  historic  balustrades.  According  to  the  Standards,  "New  additions  ...  will  be 
compatible  with  the  historic  materials,  features,  size,  scale  and  proportion,  and  massing  to 
protect  the  integrity  of  the  property  and  its  environment. "    (Margaret  E.  Mori,  National 
Chair,  Historical  Landscape  Preservation  Group,  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects) 

In  the  EVALUATION  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  EFFECT  ON  THE  HISTORIC  RESOURCES, 
Page  and  Turnbull,  Sept  9,02.  I-V  36  in  speaking  of  the  pedestrian  garage  entrances  note;  " 
The  design  and  materials  incompatibility  of  aluminum  panel  ceilings  and  metal  guard  rail 
would  further  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  earth  berm."  Likewise  the  Concourse  Authority 
found  the  metal  guardrail  incompatible,  but  only  the  offer  to  hide  the  railing  in  vegetation  was 
made  by  the  architects.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

The  guardrails  planned  over  the  new  entries  from  the  garage  to  the  Concourse  Bowl  are  not 
consistent  with  the  historic  character  of  the  Concourse.  The  current  Concourse  Authority  plans 
call  for  a  metal  guardrail  with  a  hedge  behind  it;  the  purpose  of  the  hedge  is  to  grow  over  the 
guardrails  to  screen  them  out.  These  railings  are  not  consistent  with  the  historic  character  of 
the  Concourse.  Given  that  maintenance  is  not  always  reliable,  it  is  possible  that  the  proposed 
hedge  screening  will  not  grow  in  to  cover  the  railings.  It  may  also  die  out  at  a  later  date. 

The  new  guardrails  should  be  balusters  that  match  or  are  in  stylistic  harmony  with  the  historic 
Beaux  Arts  balusters  already  in  this  area.    (Katherine  Howard,  ASLA) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  the  Response  above,  the  DEIR  evaluates  potential  project  effects  on  the  Music 
Concourse  as  an  historic  resource,  based  on  its  overall  design,  setting,  spatial  relationships, 
topography,  vegetation  and  circulation  networks.  DEIR  pp.  88-94  describe  changes  with  the 
Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  other  surface  improvements  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
GGPCA  in  cooperation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The  DEIR  concludes  that 
"in  the  context  of  the  overall  Music  Concourse  landscape,  the  proposed  changes  would  be 
minor,  and  would  not  materially  impair  the  potential  significance  of  the  resource."  (DEIR 
p.  91). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 's  Standards  permit  the  introduction  of  new  structures  and 
elements  to  a  landscape  when  they  are  required  by  a  new  use  (US  Department  of  the  Interior, 
1996,  p.  84).  The  guidelines  recommend  "designing  and  installing  a  new  structure,  furnishing, 
or  object  when  required  by  the  new  use,  which  is  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  the 
historic  character  of  the  landscape."  Structures  are  generally  considered  to  be  compatible 
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when  they  are  located  in  an  appropriate  location  and  are  visually  compatible  in  scale,  form, 
materials,  texture,  or  color.  Moreover,  new  structures  should  not  alter  the  historic  character  of 
a  landscape  by  installing  "period"  elements  that  were  never  present  in  the  historic  landscape. 
Changes  that  create  a  false  sense  of  historical  development,  such  as  adding  conjectural  features 
or  elements  from  other  properties,  should  not  be  undertaken. 

The  proposed  project  would  introduce  new  pedestrian  entry  ramps  and  portals  to  the  Music 
Concourse.  Located  at  the  berm,  the  entrances  would  be  sited  in  an  appropriate  location 
consistent  with  other  entrances  to  the  Music  Concourse.  The  project  proposes  a  new  design 
distinct  from  historic  features  and  compatible  in  size,  scale,  and  material  with  the  adjacent 
landscape.  Low-sloping  retaining  walls  that  protrude  from  the  ground  would  reduce  the  impact 
on  the  earth  berm.  A  concrete  portal  to  the  parking  facility  entrances  would  be  compatible  in 
material  with  other  features  in  the  Music  Concourse. 

The  proposed  surface  intake  ventilation  grills  would  avoid  altering  major  Park  landscape 
features  and,  in  general,  appear  to  be  compatible  in  size,  scale,  design,  and  material  with  other 
Park  features.  Furthermore,  the  new  elements  would  be  designed  so  that  they  are  distinct  from 
historic  features.  All  the  new  features  would  utilize  screening  and  compatible  finishes  to 
diminish  their  impact  on  the  surrounding  landscape.  The  proposed  ventilation  exhaust  shafts 
would  be  located  away  from  pathways  and  landscapes  such  as  the  Music  Concourse.  The 
maximum  height  of  the  exhaust  shafts  at  ten  feet  would  remain  below  tree  lines  and  below 
nearby  buildings.  The  shafts  would  incorporate  landscape  screens  and  finish  materials 
(concrete  or  limestone)  that  would  blend  with  the  surrounding  landscape  and  would  be 
compatible  with  adjacent  structures  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  IV-21). 

Some  design  and  material  incompatibility  may  occur  with  the  proposed  steel  railings  and 
aluminum  panel  ceilings  proposed  in  the  pedestrian  garage  entrances.  These  materials  are  not 
found  within  the  Music  Concourse.  The  use  of  compatible  materials  within  the  context  of  the 
Music  Concourse  would  limit  the  impact  of  these  elements  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  IV-36).  In 
addition,  less  compatible  railings  would  be  screened  on  both  sides  by  plantings. 
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The  final  design  for  elements  of  the  pedestrian  entrances  have  been  refined  and  include 
railings  and  other  details  that  would  be  compatible  with  historic  design  features  in  the 
Concourse. 

The  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  depends  on  a  range  of  structures,  their  layout  and 
relationships.  In  spite  of  the  proposed  alteration  to  the  southwest  tunnel,  it  appears  evident  that 
the  remaining  intact  structures  would  be  adequate  to  maintain  the  character  of  the  Concourse. 

As  noted  in  the  Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  IV-35: 

The  addition  of  two  pedestrian  garage  entry  ramps  and  the  potential  removal  of 
the  southwest  tunnel  would  alter  the  elements  of  the  design,  pedestrian 
circulation,  and  spatial  relationships  of  the  bowl.  These  alterations  would  be 
negligible  to  the  overall  character  of  the  bowl.  Important  to  the  setting  and 
feeling  of  the  Music  Concourse  is  the  perception  of  the  shallow  bowl  that 
defines  the  extent  of  the  designed  landscape.  The  relationship  and  function  of 
the  berm,  stairs,  and  tunnels  are  important  to  the  separation  and  distinction  of 
the  Music  Concourse  Bowl  from  the  surrounding  precinct,  and  hence  the 
experience  of  activities  (music)  within  the  landscape.  For  the  most  part,  this 
spatial  distinction  would  be  preserved.  The  pedestrian  entry  ramps  would  only 
be  visible  from  the  central  part  of  the  Music  Concourse,  well  away  from  the 
stage  and  orchestra  areas.  While  specific  pathways  would  now  lead  to  the 
garage  as  an  option,  the  location  of  the  garage  entrances  suggests  that  the 
overall  axial  relationship  of  the  circulation  network  would  be  preserved. 
Pedestrians  would  still  have  the  option  to  ascend  to  the  top  of  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl. 

In  summary,  the  Music  Concourse  is  a  large  landscape  defined  by  the  organization,  presence, 
and  relationship  of  multiple  features,  most  which  are  not  affected  by  the  project.  Proposed 
modifications  to  a  few  existing  features  or  the  addition  of  structures  compatible  with  the 
landscape  would  not  significantly  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse  so  as  to 
render  the  resource  ineligible  for  the  California  Register.  The  Music  Concourse  would  retain 
the  use,  spatial  organization,  and  character-defining  features  that  convey  its  design  and 
significance.  The  overall  design,  setting,  materials,  feeling,  and  association  of  the  Music 
Concourse  would  be  preserved  (Page  &  Turnbull,  2002,  p.  IV-34).  The  proposed  project 
would  preserve  the  historic  integrity  of  the  resource  and  the  proposed  changes  would  not  reach 
the  threshold  required  for  a  "substantial  adverse  change." 
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Tree  Removal  in  Music  Concourse 
Comments 

For  example,  it  has  been  proposed  to  remove  some  of  the  trees  that  make  up  the  historic, 
formal  pattern  in  the  Concourse  Bowl.  It  has  been  stated  that  'only'  seven  trees  would  be 
removed;  however,  "individual  features  in  the  landscape  should  never  be  viewed  in  isolation, 
but  in  relation  to  the  whole."  The  Concourse  trees  are  part  of  an  overall  formal  pattern  of 
trees,  laid  out  on  an  axis  with  the  Band  Shell.  Furthermore,  it  is  unclear  from  the  proposed 
plans  which  trees  would  be  removed;  it  appears  that  more  than  double  that  amount  would  be 
cut  down.  Will  mature  trees  be  planted  to  fill  in  these  spaces? 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  overall  pattern  of  trees  is  historical.  Photos  from  various  eras  show 
the  trees  with  the  full  canopy  filled  in  and  people  sitting  underneath  and  enjoying  them. 
According  to  the  Standards,  "Vegetation  features  may  be  individual  plants  ...  or  groups  of 
plants  such  as  a  hedge,...  Vegetation  may  derive  its  significance  from  historical  associations... 
or  aesthetic  or  functional  qualities."  It  is  clear  that  not  only  the  existing  trees  but  also  the 
pattern  of  trees  meets  these  guidelines  and  must  be  preserved.    (Margaret  E.  Mori) 

A  friend  has  told  me  that  the  Concourse  Authority  is  thinking  of  cutting  down  some  trees  in 
the  Music  Concourse  (the  lower  level)  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Although  it  seems  that  only  some 
of  the  trees  are  going  to  be  cut  down,  and  maybe  some  others  will  be  planted  in  other  areas,  I 
object  very  strongly  to  cutting  down  any  mature  trees  in  this  area. 

Many  of  these  trees  are  very  old.  They  are  part  of  San  Francisco's  heritage  and  every  effort 
should  be  made  to  preserve  them.  In  fact,  I  would  like  to  see  all  of  the  trees  in  this  area 
designated  as  heritage  trees. 

The  only  exception  I  would  make  would  be  to  replace  some  of  the  very  small  trees  that  are 
leaning  badly  or  are  otherwise  growing  poorly.  These  trees  should  be  replaced  with  much 
larger,  well-developed,  healthy  and  straight  trees.    (Nancy  Loewen) 

We  assume  that  adequate  structural  capacity  and  soil  depth  will  be  maintained  such  that  mature 
trees  can  thrive,  future  plantings  of  shrubs  and  major  trees  can  occur,  and/or  maintenance  of 
these  plants  and  trees  can  occur.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker,  Fine  Arts  Museum 
of  San  Francisco) 

In  public  meetings,  the  Concourse  Authority  has  proposed  cutting  down  trees  within  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl.  This  information  is  not  in  the  DEIR. 

The  tree-cutting  plan  presented  by  the  Concourse  Authority  in  the  meeting  of  December  10, 
2002  and  on  their  web  site,  shows  trees  removed  from  either  side  of  the  central  axis  of  the 
Concourse  Bowl,  from  the  Band  Shell  back  to  the  first  fountain.  Although  the  comments  state 
that  only  seven  trees  are  to  be  removed,  when  comparing  the  new  plan  to  the  existing  site  plan 
in  the  Concourse  Authority  documents,  and  when  walking  the  site,  it  appears  that  double  that 
number  of  trees  would  have  to  be  removed  in  order  to  duplicate  the  configuration  shown  in  the 
plan.  It  would  be  helpful  to  have  a  survey  of  the  bowl  delineating  which  trees  are  to  be 
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removed,  so  that  we  can  see  more  clearly  the  intent  of  the  new  plan.  The  survey  should  list  the 
size,  age  and  health  of  the  trees  to  be  removed. 

The  Concourse  Authority  has  proposed  replacing  the  paving  in  the  western  half  of  the 
Concourse  Bowl  with  a  "pedestrian  friendly"  paving.  If  this  involves  digging  out  the  current 
surface,  then  it  would  be  highly  detrimental  to  the  tree  roots  that  have  grown  intertwined  in 
this  area.  The  trees  have  been  growing  in  this  area  for  almost  100  years.  Tree  roots  typically 
grow  in  the  top  layer  of  the  soil  but  spread  out  many  times  the  width  of  the  tree  canopy.  It  can 
be  assumed  that  these  tree  roots  pervade  the  sub-surface  of  the  Concourse  and  that  any  major 
disturbance  of  this  surface  would  be  detrimental  to  the  long-term  health  of  the  trees. 

Many  of  the  Concourse  Trees  are  90  to  100  years  old.  This  kind  of  tree  cannot  be  replaced  in 
kind.  Although  the  only  incursions  into  the  Bowl  are  stated  to  be  at  the  two  entries  from  the 
garage  to  the  Concourse,  it  is  typical  at  construction  sites  for  construction  trailers,  equipment, 
and  supplies  to  be  parked  under  trees.  Driving  heavy  equipment  across  the  root  zones  of  trees 
can  compact  the  soil  and  adversely  affect  tree  health. 

Stringent  tree-protection  guidelines  should  be  part  of  the  building  contract.  For  example: 

•  A  clear,  no-entry  zone  should  be  set  up  for  the  entire  Concourse  Bowl.  Construction 
equipment,  materials,  and  personnel  should  be  forbidden  from  entering  this  zone. 

•  Liquidated  damages  should  be  set  at  a  very  high  level  for  both  minor  and  major 
damage  to  the  trees,  including  roots,  trunks,  and  branches. 

•  An  independent  arborist  should  be  hired  by  the  City  to  monitor  site  condition  and  tree 
health  on  a  weekly  basis  during  all  phases  of  construction.    (Katherine  Howard,  ASLA) 

I  am  completely  against  removal  of  trees  in  the  lower  Concourse  area  and  hope  that  you  will 
include  these  comments  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.    (Terry  Rolled) 

I  also  enjoy  the  historic  trees  in  the  Bowl.  Together  they  form  a  wonderful  place  to  sit  and 
relax.  It  would  be  a  great  loss  to  both  the  Park  and  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco  if  any  of 
these  trees  were  removed.    (Janice  Rothstein) 

Response 

Landscape  plans  under  consideration  for  the  Concourse  would  include  the  addition  of  about  85 
trees  to  replace  trees  that  are  currently  missing  from  the  formal  planting  in  the  Concourse 
Bowl,  and  removal  of  seven  to  12  trees  to  open  up  views  of  the  Bandshell  from  seating  areas. 

Alterations  that  would  not  impact  the  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  would  be  consistent 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards.  Replacing  missing  historic  features  would  also 
be  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards.  The  85  missing  trees  that  would 
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be  replaced  would  maintain  the  historic  character  and  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse 
landscape.  The  character  of  the  tree  canopy  and  formal  layout  would  be  maintained.  The 
removal  of  some  trees  is  intended  to  enhance  the  seating  views  facing  the  Bandshell  and  would 
not  be  considered  a  significant  effect  on  an  historic  resource. 

All  project  construction  and  tree  and  landscape  protection  and  rehabilitation  would  be 
conducted  in  coordination  with  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  according  to  a  plan 
developed  by  professional  arborists.  The  plan  would  include  tree-protection  measures,  to 
avoid  damage  to  landscaping  during  construction.  The  landscaping  plan  would  be  consistent 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  and  no  mitigation  would  be  necessary. 

Phase  II  Impacts  to  Rhododendron  Dell 
Comment 

DEIR,  PAGE  S-9  -  "Phase  II  would  change  the  spatial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse 
and  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  As  a  result  Phase  II  would  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in 
the  individual  significance  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  as  listed  in  the  California  Register  as  a 
historic  resource.  This  would  be  a  significant  adverse  impact." 

This  variant  would  move  the  roadway  180  ft.  east  to  align  with  8th  Avenue,  addressing  a 
noted  pedestrian  safety  issue.  The  impact  would  be  to  less  then  3%  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 
Mitigations  proposed  to  add  a  5  ft  forested  berm  were  not  considered  in  the  DEIR. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  pp.  95-96  address  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  effects  on  historic  resources, 
concluding  that  Phase  II  would  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  integrity  of  the 
Rhododendron  Dell: 

Construction  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  alter  important  features 
of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Specifically,  the  Kennedy  Drive  entry  ramp  and  tunnel 
route  would  require  the  removal  of  an  historic  windbreak  grove  and  would 
change  the  spatial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  Rhododendron  Dell 
(both  eligible  for  individual  listing  on  the  National  Register).  Historic 
vegetation,  including  Cypress  and  Pine  overstory  and  windbreak  shrubs  would 
be  removed  and  rare  spruce,  holly  and  rhododendrons  at  the  edge  of  the 
Rhododendron  Dell  could  also  be  affected.  The  windbreak  is  currently  under 
rehabilitation  following  severe  storm  damage,  but  remains  a  prominent  feature 
of  the  Music  Concourse  vicinity  and  a  buffer  around  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 
The  modifications  proposed  during  this  Phase  for  the  existing  vicinity  of  the 
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windbreak,  Music  Concourse  and  Rhododendron  Dell  would  not  be  substantial 
enough  to  diminish  the  significant  features  of  the  Park.  Therefore,  the 
alterations  would  not  materially  impact  the  overall  significance  of  Golden  Gate 
Park  as  an  historic  resource. 

Mitigation  Measure  31,  Historic  Resources,  DEIR  p.  207,  notes  that  design  considerations 
such  as  landscape  elements  suggested  in  the  comment  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  the 
significant  adverse  impact  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

The  comment  includes  figures,  provided  on  the  next  pages,  proposing  a  different  alignment  of 
a  Phase  II  surface  through  street,  intended  to  avoid  adverse  effects  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 
The  figures  are  consistent  with  DEIR  findings  that  Phase  II  would  change  the  characteristics  of 
the  Dell  by  "adding  a  new  roadway  in  a  landscaped  area."  Alternative  E,  Surface  Through 
Street,  DEIR  p. 220  notes  that: 

Impacts  on  historical  resources  would  be  similar  to  Phase  II  of  proposed  project 
with  the  introduction  of  a  new  circulation  feature  and  pattern  in  the  Music 
Concourse  vicinity.  The  introduction  of  a  new  surface  road  and  traffic  circle 
would  alter  spatial  relationships  and  circulation  patterns  important  to  defining 
the  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  may  threaten  its  potential  eligibility 
for  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources.  This  would  be  considered  a 
significant  adverse  impact. 

Comments 

Page  99  -  Phase  II  of  the  GGPCA  project  will  impact  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  It  should  be 
clarified  if  the  cumulative  change  (including  Phase  II)  would  threaten  the  California  Register 
eligibility  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  (as  stated  on  Page  96). 

Implementation  of  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  historic  characteristic  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  Phase  II  would  remove  landscape  and 
vegetation,  and  alter  the  historic  patterns  and  relationship  between  the  Music  Concourse  and 
the  other  areas  of  Golden  Gate  Park.   {Elizabeth  Goldstein) 

Equally,  the  assertion  that  realignment  of  traffic  flow  with  8th  Ave  at  JFK  would  negate  the 
historic  significance  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  (as  made  by  Page  and  Turnbull)  is  unfounded 
and  appears  to  be  a  similar  attempt  to  block  creation  of  a  Pedestrian  Oasis.  The  Alliance 
insists  that  the  current  service  roadway  east  of  the  Academy  be  considered  for  use  by  the 
Phase  II  right  of  way.  We  additionally  insist  that  an  honest  appraisal  of  impacts  to  the  Dell 
with  the  proposed  mitigation  of  an  earthen  berm  be  considered  and  that  an  accurate  appraisal 
of  the  current  condition  of  the  Dell  be  presented.  The  Rhododendron  Dell  is  now  virtually  bare 
of  major  trees;  without  shading,  the  rhododendron  could  not  exist  and  thus  many  were 
removed.  There  is  no  longer  a  Rhododendron  Dell  at  the  present.  Thus,  it  is  an  ideal  time  to 
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create  a  through-road  with  berm  protection  for  the  Dell.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller, 
Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

DEIR  pp.  72-73  describes  the  history  and  character  of  the  John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell, 
originally  completed  in  1945,  including  its  current  condition  and  ongoing  rehabilitation 
activities.  DEIR  p.  85  notes  that  the  "John  McLaren  Rhododendron  Dell  also  appears 
individually  eligible  for  listing  on  the  California  Register,  but  has  not  been  formally 
nominated. " 

DEIR  p.  96  describe  the  effects  of  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  in  the  Park: 

The  proposed  Underground  Through  Street,  including  the  ramp  south  of 
Kennedy  Drive,  would  diminish  primary  aspects  of  Rhododendron  Dell's 
integrity,  including  design,  setting,  and  spatial  relationships,  by  adding  a  new 
roadway  in  a  landscaped  area.  These  changes  would  directly  impact  physical 
characteristics  that  justify  the  Rhododendron  Dell's  potential  inclusion  in  the 
California  Register.  Proposed  changes  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell  may  also 
violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  No.  2  and  No.  9  which  state,"  a)  avoiding  the 
removal  of  distinctive  materials  or  alteration  of  features,  spaces,  and  spatial 
relationships;  and  b)  introducing  new  additions  or  related  new  construction  that 
will  not  destroy  historic  materials,  features  or  spatial  relationship  that 
characterize  a  property."  Phase  II  of  the  project  would  therefore  cause  a 
substantial  adverse  change  in  the  individual  significance  of  the  Rhododendron 
Dell  for  listing  in  the  California  Register,  as  an  historic  resource.  Chapter  IV, 
Mitigation  Measures,  identifies  measures  to  reduce  the  adverse  effects  on  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  but  would  not  eliminate  the  significant  adverse  impact. 

As  noted,  Phase  II  also  may  remove  important  ornamental  features  at  the  northwestern  corner 
of  the  Dell,  including  trees  and  a  planting  bed.  While  this  area  of  the  Dell  is  substantially 
compromised  by  storm  damage,  important  species  of  trees  and  shrubs  remain,  including  a 
large  Blue  Spruce,  Holly  (Ilex  opaca),  Rhododendron  Arboreum,  and  Rhododendron  "Snow 
Queen." 

Phase  II  would  introduce  a  new  vehicular  circulation  feature  near  the  edge  of  the 
Rhododendron  Dell.  Proposed  improvements,  including  replanting  of  vegetation,  the 
rehabilitation  of  pathways,  and  compatible  design,  would  limit  the  impact  of  the  road  and 
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entry  ramp.  In  addition  to  causing  damage  to  historic  features  that  enclose  the  Dell,  the  Phase 
II  ramp  would  be  incompatible  with  the  exclusive  secluded  pedestrian  character  of  the  Dell. 

Phase  II  would  diminish  primary  aspects  of  integrity,  including  design,  setting,  and  feeling  of 
the  Dell.  The  Dell's  spatial  relationship  to  the  Park,  its  design,  and  its  exclusive  pedestrian 
setting  would  be  changed  by  the  introduction  of  a  road  and  vehicular  ramp.  These  changes 
would  destroy  physical  characteristics  and  would  change  the  qualities  that  justify  the 
resource's  potential  inclusion  in  the  California  Register. 

Comment 

The  Historic  Resources  section  of  the  Draft  EIR  regarding  Phase  I,  particularly  pages  89,  90, 
and  91,  discusses  how  the  incorporation  of  the  elements  required  for  Phase  I  will  maintain  the 
overall  historic  circulation  patterns  within  the  Music  Concourse,  maintain  established  elements 
of  pedestrian  circulation,  and  will  maintain  the  Music  Concourse's  orientation  to  the  Park.  It 
goes  on  to  say  on  page  93  that  the  landscape  plan  would  "preserve  the  basic  configuration, 
layout,  and  landscaping  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  surrounding  landscape"  and  that  proposed 
changes  to  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  "would  be  narrowed  and  restored  to  a 
condition  similar  to  their  early  20th  Century  configuration 

The  Phase  II  discussion  identifies  on  page  95  that  the  Underground  Through  Street  "would 
alter  important  features  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  Specifically,  the  Kennedy  Drive  entry  ramp  and 
tunnel  route  would  require  the  removal  of  an  historic  windbreak  grove  and  would  change  the 
spatial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  Rhododendron  Dell  (both  eligible  for 
individual  listing  on  the  National  Register)."  The  discussion  continues  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  would  be  significant  adverse  impacts  that  could  not  be  mitigated  with  regard  to  the 
Rhododendron  Dell. 

We  agree  with  this  finding  but  believe  it  should  be  expanded  to  discuss  the  significant  negative 
impact  potential  for  alteration  to  the  historic  patterns  of  the  Music  Concourse,  the  historic 
relationship  of  the  Music  Concourse  to  the  Park  and  the  broader  City,  and  the  spatial 
organization  of  the  Music  Concourse.  Although  discussed  relative  to  Phase  I,  the  discussion 
here  is  not  detailed  enough.  The  separation  of  Kennedy  Drive  from  the  Music  Concourse  will 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  historic  patterns  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  historic  patterns 
include  both  pedestrian  and  vehicular  patterns  as  organizing  elements  and  in  altering  these, 
Phase  II  can  be  seen  to  also  alter  the  spatial  relationships  of  the  Concourse  by  disrupting  these 
organizational  elements  as  well  as  how  people  experience  the  Concourse.  Further,  the  overall 
relationship  of  the  Music  Concourse  to  the  broader  Park  and  to  the  surrounding  City, 
particularly  its  northern  neighborhoods,  will  be  drastically  changed.  The  Concourse  is  also  the 
heart  of  the  Park,  and  its  connection  to  the  north  and  to  the  south,  is  an  important  urban 
planning  connection  that  links  the  recreational  activities  of  the  Concourse,  its  museums  and 
other  features,  and  its  many  events  and  activities,  with  the  community.  Alteration  of  these 
features  as  proposed  in  Phase  II  is  a  significant  impact  and  should  be  discussed.  It  does  not 
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appear  that  there  would  be  any  available  measures  to  mitigate  these  adverse  impacts.  (Diane 
B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker) 

Response 

The  elimination  of  primary  vehicular  through  access  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music 
Concourse,  as  proposed  in  Phase  II  and  various  alternatives,  would  not  diminish  the  character 
or  historic  integrity  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  existing  road 
configuration  has  been  demonstrated  to  possess  compromised  integrity  and  is  not  a  significant 
character-defining  feature  of  the  Music  Concourse  or  the  Park.  However,  the  proposed 
project  Phase  I  would  rehabilitate  the  historic  route  and  configuration  of  Tea  Garden  Drive 
and  Academy  Drive  and  would  maintain  vehicular  access  from  King  Drive.  The  historic 
pattern  and  functional  purpose  of  access  from  the  Park  to  the  Music  Concourse  would  be 
maintained. 

DEIR  Section  III.D,  Transportation  (pp.  130-131),  discusses  traffic  and  circulation  effects  of 
Phase  II,  including  proposed  restrictions  of  through  traffic  on  Concourse  roadways  to  Muni 
and  emergency  vehicles  only;  Phase  II  would  permit  drop-offs,  tour  buses,  and  taxis  on  a  one- 
way loop.  The  Underground  Through  Street  would  maintain  other  north-south  access  across 
the  Park.  The  DEIR  did  not  find  that  limiting  access  to  Concourse  roadways  with  Phase  II 
would  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  historic  circulation  patterns.  However,  maintenance 
of  vehicular  and  other  forms  of  access  to  the  institutions  is  a  goal  of  Proposition  J,  as  noted  in 
the  response  on  C&R  p.  28. 

Landmarks  and  Monuments 
Comment 

There  should  be  a  discussion  of  specific  mitigation  measures  listed  for  implementation  to 
protect  and  relocate  significant  landmarks  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  discussion  should  include  specific  mitigation  measures  listed  to  require  preconstruction 
and  post-construction  surveys  of  significant  historic  structures  (Spreckels  Temple,  Japanese 
Tea  Garden)  prior  to  grading  and  construction.  These  measures  are  discussed  in  the  document 
as  a  requirement  to  protect  adjoining  structures,  but  not  called  out  for  significant  historic 
resources  that  should  be  protected.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge, 
Golden  Gate  Park) 
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Response 

Mitigation  Measure  24,  DEIR  p.  S-27  and  p.  201  is  revised  as  follows: 

One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractors  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation 
and  construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  the 
construction  contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and 
monitors  the  adjacent  buildings  including  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the 
geotechnical  engineer. 

Construction  and  Staging  Impacts 

Comment 

Page  93  -  "The  project  would  use  a  cut  and  fill  approach."  We  would  like  to  suggest  that  the 
correct  term  is  "cut  and  cover."    (Elizabeth  Goldstein) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  93,  first  partial  paragraph,  last  sentence  is  revised  as  follows: 
"The  project  would  use  a  cut  and  fin  cover  approach." 

Comments 

The  Standards  state  that  "Features  within  a  cultural  landscape  may  need  to  be  stabilized  or 
protected"...  In  addition  to  preserving  the  trees,  great  care  should  be  taken  that  these  trees  are 
not  in  any  way  damaged  by  the  nearby  construction.  This  would  include  but  not  be  limited  to 
keeping  all  construction  materials  and  equipment  out  of  the  Concourse  Bowl.    (Margaret  E. 
Mori) 

Construction  Impacts.  There  is  no  discussion  of  how  the  Historic  Resources  or  the  historic 
trees  will  be  treated  during  construction  to  safeguard  them  from  damage.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  whether  the  Concourse  itself  will  be  used  as  a  staging  area  for  materials  or 
equipment  during  the  construction  period.    (Jennifer  Clary) 

DEIR  should  include  information  on  location  and  details  on  potential  impacts  of  construction 
staging  activities  including: 

a.       surveying  and  monitoring  of  Historic  Structures  including  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music 
and  Japanese  Tea  Garden  Gate 

DEIR  should  include  information  on  treatments  to  historic  resources  including: 

a.       relocation  of  affected  monuments  and  statues 
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b.       potential  impacts  to  existing  structures  to  remain  including  stairs,  fountains,  walls,  etc. 

DEIR  should  include  information  on  replacement  of  existing  landscape  areas  to  be  disturbed 
and  remaining  landscaping,  including  mitigation  measures  for  replacement  and  protection  of 
trees  and  other  landscape  features  impacted  by  construction 

Although  the  report  mentions  replacement  of  disturbed  landscape  areas,  the  plans  do  not 
appear  to  have  sufficient  soil  depth  to  allow  planting  of  trees 

Pages  77/80  -  This  section  should  include  a  discussion  on  the  protection  of  existing  statues  and 
monuments  in  the  Music  Concourse,  removal  and  storage  of  effected  monuments  off  site  and 
restoration  of  specific  monuments  that  will  sustain  damage  due  to  disturbance  from  project 
activities. 

Page  96  -  Mitigation  for  tree  protection  during  construction,  grading  and  shoring  (tree  study 
and  tree  protection  measures  for  construction)  should  be  required  and  discussed  for  both  Phase 
I  and  Phase  II  projects. 

The  discussion  should  include  specific  mitigation  measure  for  tree  and  vegetation  protection 
for  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  improvements.  Specific  measures  for  grading,  trenching  and  shoring  in 
around  significant  vegetation  within  the  concourse  and  associated  improvements  outside  of  the 
concourse  should  be  noted,  along  with  a  monitoring  program. 

Page  S-8  Historic  Resources  -  Golden  Gate  Park  will  be  proposed  for  "National  Register  of 
Historic  Places"  as  a  district.  (Remove  word  "Landmark.")  EIR  states  that  "existing  ... 
vegetation  and  trees...  removed  and/or  damaged  during  construction  would  be  replaced  and 
rehabilitated..."  The  discussion  should  indicate  that  there  will  be  sufficient  soil  depth  over 
garage  to  allow  replanting  of  similar  trees  and  plantings. 

Erosion  control  in  and  around  sensitive  landscaped  areas  should  be  developed.  Tree  protection 
and  erosion  control  of  landscaped  areas  is  a  requirement  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

See  the  response  on  C&R  p.  8  discussing  tree  protection,  tree  removal  and  tree  replacement 
during  construction  of  the  GGPCA  Projects. 

The  GGPCA,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff,  and  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission 
staff  have  been  reviewing  potential  effects  of  GGPCA  project  construction  on  monuments, 
statues,  and  fountains  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  Whenever  possible,  protection  of  statues 
in  place  with  fencing  or  enclosures  would  be  preferred  to  temporary  removal,  storage,  and 
return,  due  to  risk  of  damage  and  loss  of  statue  parts.  Plans  for  statue  protection  and 
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relocation  would  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Arts  Commission  and  its  Visual  Arts 
Committee.  The  plan  would  assure  that  all  monuments  would  be  protected  appropriately;  no 
monuments  would  be  permanently  removed.1 

The  following  statues,  monuments,  and  fountains  would  be  subject  to  protection  in  place, 
monitoring,  or  temporary  removal  and  replacement  in  the  Concourse.  Some  monuments  would 
be  protected  or  moved  as  part  of  the  under-construction  New  de Young  Museum,  the  proposed 
Academy  of  Sciences,  or  as  part  of  Recreation  and  Park  improvements  in  the  Music 
Concourse,  and  would  not  be  directly  affected  by  the  GGPCA  Projects.  Figure  2:  Existing  Site 
Plan,  DEIR  p.  6,  identifies  the  location  of  major  monuments  in  the  Music  Concourse  area. 

•  Thomas  Starr  King  (protected  in  place) 

•  Miguel  Cervantes  (protected  in  place) 

•  U.S.  Grant  (protected  in  place) 

•  Father  Junipero  Serra  (protected  in  place) 

•  Francis  Scott  Key  (protected  in  place,  or  removed,  repaired,  and  returned  to  current 
location) 

•  Goethe  and  Schiller  (relocated) 

•  Emmett  (relocated) 

•  Beethoven  (removed,  stored,  returned  to  current  location) 

•  Verdi  (protected  in  place) 

•  Leonidas  ("Roman  Gladiator")  (removed,  stored,  and  returned  to  current  location) 

•  Cider  Press  (removed,  stored,  and  returned  to  current  location) 

•  Fountains  -  Rideout,  Page  and  Hearst  (protected  in  place) 

DEIR  p.  S-7  -  S-8,  Summary,  last  sentence,  is  revised  as  follows: 

A  number  of  buildings,  structures,  sites  and  objects  throughout  the  Park  are  considered 
to  be  contributing  features  to  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Historic  Landmark 
District. 

Significant  Effects 

Comment 

It  should  be  noted  that  over-riding  considerations  will  need  to  allow  the  significant  adverse 
impacts  to  historic  resources  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell  if  Phase  II  improvements  are  allowed. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein) 
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Response 

Section  III.C,  DEIRp.  96,  and  Chapter  V,  Significant  Environmental  Effects  that  Cannot  be 
Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented,  DEIR  p.  208,  state  that  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street  would  have  an  unavoidable  significant  effect  on  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  considered  eligible  for  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 

If  Phase  II  were  approved,  the  decision  makers  would  be  required  to  make  written  findings 
under  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15093: 

(a)  CEQA  requires  the  decision-making  agency  to  balance,  as  applicable,  the 
economic,  legal,  social,  technological,  or  other  benefits  of  a  proposed  project 
against  its  unavoidable  environmental  risks  when  determining  whether  to 
approve  the  project.  If  the  specific  economic,  legal,  social,  technological,  or 
other  benefits  of  a  proposed  project  outweigh  the  unavoidable  adverse 
environmental  effects,  the  adverse  environmental  effects  may  be  considered 
'acceptable.' 

(b)  When  the  lead  agency  approves  a  project  which  will  result  in  the  occurrence 
of  significant  effects  which  are  identified  in  the  final  EIR  but  are  not  avoided  or 
substantially  lessened,  the  agency  shall  state  in  writing  the  specific  reasons  to 
support  its  action  based  on  the  final  EIR  and/or  other  information  in  the  record. 
The  statement  of  overriding  considerations  shall  be  supported  by  substantial 
evidence  in  the  record. 

Mitigation  Measures 

Comments 

See  DEIR  pp  193-209  for  absence  of  Mitigation  Measures  for  loss  of  historic  features,  i.e.  the 
pedestrian  tunnels.  {Jennifer  Clary) 

Page  207,  Paragraph  31,  Historic  Resources  -  There  should  be  a  discussion  of  mitigation  for 
impacts  to  historic  resources  in  the  Concourse  such  as  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel,  statues 
and  monuments,  historic  landscape,  or  other  affected  resources.  There  should  be  a  discussion 
of  how  ADA  improvements  will  affect  the  visual  resources  of  the  Concourse,  pedestrian 
tunnels  and  improvements  along  Fulton  Street.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(b)  states  that  a  project  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment  if  it  would  cause  a  "substantial  adverse  change"  in  the  significance  of  an 
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historical  resource.  DEIR  p.  87  states,  "[A]  'substantial  adverse  change'  is  defined  by  CEQA 
Guidelines  Section  15064.5  as  'demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the 
resource  or  its  immediate  surroundings,  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource 
would  be  materially  impaired."'  The  proposed  project  would  alter  an  historic  resource,  the 
Music  Concourse,  and  certain  aspects  of  this  alteration  would  not  comply  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Standards.  (See  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97)  However,  the  proposed  changes  to 
the  Music  Concourse  would  not  be  a  "substantial  adverse  change,"  as  discussed  on  DEIR  pp. 
91-92.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  would  be  required.  Also  see  the  response  on  C&R 
p.  119. 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  Section  III.C  Historic  Resources,  DEIR  pp.  97-98,  the  GGPCA 
Projects  would  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  historic  resources,  with  the  exception  of 
the  effect  of  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street  on  the  historic  integrity  of  the 
Rhododendron  Dell,  DEIR  pp.  94-96.  DEIR  p.  89  notes  changes  in  the  Concourse  to 
accommodate  ADA-accessible  ramps  and  other  features,  and  also  concludes  that  these  would 
not  create  significant  adverse  effects  on  historic  resources.  Therefore,  the  DEIR  does  not 
identify  mitigation  measures  for  other  effects  on  historic  resources.  DEIR  pp.  59-61  discuss 
visual  effects  of  changes  in  the  Concourse  related  to  Phase  I  and  Concourse  surface 
improvements  and  conclude  that  there  would  not  be  significant  adverse  effects.  See  also 
Response  below  concerning  mitigation  measures  that  would  reduce  but  not  avoid  significant 
adverse  effect  of  Phase  II  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

Comment 

Page  S-33  Historic  Resources 

Mitigation  measures  for  the  Rhododendron  Dell  should  also  include  photo  documentation  of 
the  historic  landscape  prior  to  construction.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein) 

Response 

Mitigation  Measure  31,  DEIR  p.  S-33  and  207,  is  revised  as  follows: 

Impacts  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell  resulting  from  Phase  II  reduce  by  observing 
all  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  The  location 
and  siting  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  vehicular  ramp  could  be  reconsidered  with  a 
greater  effort  to  retain  and  preserve  the  historic  features  and  character  of  the 
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historic  resource.  Design  considerations  should  maintain  the  exclusive 
pedestrian  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  A  landscape  plan  should 
coordinate  efforts  to  rehabilitate  Park  vegetation  damaged  by  the  construction 
and  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell.  The  landscape  plan 
would  be  based  on  records  of  past  and  current  conditions  in  the  Rhododendron 
Dell,  including  photographic  documentation  prior  to  any  new  construction. 
Measures  should  also  be  taken  to  protect  existing  planting  beds  and  ornamental 
trees.  This  measure  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  a  significant  adverse  impact 
to  historic  resources  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 


NOTES  -  Historic  Resources 

1     Gordon  H.  Chong  &  Partners,  Meeting  Minutes,  Protection  of  Statuary  in  Music  Concourse  during 

Construction,  March  13,  2003.  This  memorandum  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment 
at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
Traffic  Studies 
Comment 

The  methodology  associated  with  this  study  based  on  the  level  of  service  analysis  which 
privileged  the  private  automobile  over  other  forms  of  transportation  sacrifices  the  integrity  of 
the  park  environment  to  CalTrans  traffic  engineering  guidelines  and  treats  Golden  Gate  Park 
no  differently,  say,  than  if  the  proposed  structures  were  located  in  SugarLand,  Texas.  {Steve 
Chapman) 

Response 

Section  III  .D,  Transportation  of  the  DEIR  reviews  traffic,  parking,  pedestrian  and  bicycles 
from  Setting,  Baseline  and  Cumulative  conditions  and  provides  information  on  effects  of  the 
proposed  GGPCA  Projects  on  appropriate  aspects  of  transportation  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
the  vicinity.  The  analyses  follow  guidelines  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  as  cited  on  DEIR  p.  1 17. 

Comment 

DEIR  impacts  should  be  measured  at  a  time  more  than  fifteen  years  after  the  expected 
completion  of  the  garage  and  the  rebuilt  institutions. 

Typical  EIRs  extend  for  about  thirty  years  and  the  project  is  located  in  Park  that  is  well  over  a 
hundred  years  old  and  the  Park  is  not  changed  too  frequently.  (Howard  Strassner,  Chair 
Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  transportation  analyses  include  a  year  2015  Cumulative  scenario,  DEIR  pp.  153-162, 
based  on  a  similar  scenario  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR,  cited  on  p.  153.  The 
2015  analysis  provides  a  future  year  condition  that  accounts  for  growth  assuming  completion 
of  the  GGPCA  Projects,  the  Concourse  institutions,  and  annual  growth  in  other  traffic.  This  is 
a  reasonable  projection  of  future  conditions  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15130 
(b)(1).  Projecting  future  conditions  beyond  2015  would  be  speculative,  and  is  not  necessary 
under  CEQA  Guidelines. 
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Comment 

The  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
TRANSPORTATION  STUDY,  #  2001.91  IE.  DEC.  10th .2002  must  be  reviewed  as  it  appears 
to  contain  major  errors  and  discrepancies  intended  to  diminish  the  impacts  of  projects  in  the 
Concourse  and  of  the  Garage.  Only  one  count  on  one  day  was  conducted  for  each  existing 
condition  and  this  at  a  time  when  the  de Young  and  Asian  Museums  were  closed  and  the 
tourism  industry  suffered  from  post  9/11  conditions. 

EXAMPLE:  Figure  2-2B,  19  MLK/Academy,  Existing  439  entering  Concourse  (Counted 
April  11,  2002  with  the  de  Young  and  Asian  closed,)  Figure  4-2B,  19  MLK/Academy, 
Baseline  459  entering  Concourse. 

That  the  increase  in  traffic  for  a  new  de  Young  and  Academy  would  be  only  20  autos  per  hours 
defies  logic.  A  full  department  review  must  be  completed  before  its  acceptance  as  a  base  for 
decisions  concerning  impacts.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

A  number  of  traffic  counts  have  been  conducted  in  the  Concourse  area  over  the  past  decade. 
These  previous  counts,  in  combination  with  the  counts  conducted  for  this  DEIR,  have  been 
used  to  make  adjustments  that  account  for  the  closure  of  the  de  Young  and  Asian  Art  Museums 
in  the  Baseline  and  other  scenarios  that  were  analyzed.  The  counts  for  the  DEIR  were 
conducted  in  December  2001  and  January  and  August  2002.  These  counts  were  compared  to 
previous  counts  conducted  in  the  area  (such  as  for  the  New  deYoung  Museum  EIR  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR)  to  ensure  consistency,  primarily  with  respect  to  seasonal 
variation.  Based  on  this  comparison,  some  of  the  new  counts  were  adjusted  to  account  for  the 
increase  in  vehicular  activity  during  the  summer  and  fall. 

As  the  counts  were  conducted  after  the  deYoung  Museum  was  closed  for  reconstruction,  the 
effect  of  the  travel  demand  associated  with  the  New  deYoung  Museum  was  accounted  for  in  a 
Baseline  scenario  (which  also  included  the  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the  new 
CAS),  as  described  on  DEIR  pp.  116-118. 

According  to  information  provided  by  the  CAS,  attendance  during  the  months  the  counts  were 
conducted  was  consistent  with  the  monthly  attendance  for  the  two  prior  years. 

During  the  Saturday  midday  peak-hour,  the  combined  effect  of  the  New  deYoung  Museum  and 
the  new  CAS  would  be  an  increase  of  50  vehicles  entering  the  Music  Concourse  and  59 
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vehicles  exiting  the  Music  Concourse  (not  20,  as  stated  in  the  comment).  Since  the  on-street 
parking  within  the  Music  Concourse  is  typically  fully  occupied  during  the  weekend  midday, 
most  visitors  to  the  area  institutions  would  park  on  the  surrounding  areas  in  the  Park  or  outside 
the  Park.  Traffic  volumes  in  the  Music  Concourse  do  not  reflect  all  the  vehicle  trips  in  the 
Baseline  scenario. 

Comments 

Figure  1  on  page  19  [of  the  Draft  EIR]  gives  you  a  pretty  good  picture  of  what  these  planners 
have  in  mind.  The  proposed  project  will  turn  an  already  automobile  congested  park  into  a 
more  car  friendly  place  in  which  automobile  infrastructure  dominates  over  other  uses  to  the 
disadvantage  of  pedestrian,  cyclists  and  other  park  users. 

Contrary  to  the  clear  intent  of  the  voters  in  Proposition  J,  the  proposed  project  will  increase 
rather  than  decrease  traffic  volume  in  the  park  and  will  effectively  prevent  the  creation  of  a 
pedestrian  oasis  in  the  music  concourse.  In  addition,  the  second  garage  entrance  will  not  only 
have  unacceptable  degradations  of  the  park  environment,  but  will  have  serious  impacts  on  the 
9th  and  Lincoln  intersection  and  on  Muni. 

The  most  serious  flaw  of  the  study,  both  in  its  methodology  and  overall  transportation 
projections,  is  that  it  stands  in  clear  contradiction  to  the  transit  first  provisions  of  both 
Proposition  J  and  the  city's  own  planning  guidelines.  The  only  transit  improvement  contained 
in  this  document  is  this  —  that's  it  —  changing  the  name  of  the  Muni  44  line. 

And  I  would  also  note  on  page  1 17  of  the  document  that  the  planners  project  that  only  8 
percent  of  museum  visitors  will  use  public  transit  with  no  analysis  of  how  this  —  of  how  to 
increase  that  percentage.  In  fact,  there  are  no  transit  mitigation  measures  associated  with  these 
projects  at  all,  and  the  report  doesn't  even  mention  this  city's  own  transportation  department's 
G  Line  feasibility  study.  This  is  scandalous,  and  it  is  clearly  out  of  keeping  with  any  transit 
first  orientation  and  with  the  city's  own  transit  policies.    (Steve  Chapman) 

Address  Projected  Traffic  Increases  in  the  Concourse:  The  DEIR  states  that  "The  cumulative 
noise  impacts  would  occur  primarily  as  a  result  of  increased  traffic  assuming  the  completion  of 
Phase  I...  due  to  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects,  the  de Young 
Museum  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  projects,  and  other  traffic  growth."  This 
statement  counters  the  intent  of  Proposition  J:  to  provide  concourse  visitors  with  a  pedestrian 
oasis.  Does  this  mean  that  the  parking  facility  (and  the  other  projects)  will  add  vehicular 
traffic  to  the  concourse?  Please  clarify  this  statement.    (Dee  Dee  Workman,  San  Francisco 
Beautiful) 

The  DEIR  doesn't  adequately  or  directly  describe  the  impact  of  increasing  the  amount  of 
parking  from  250  spaces  to  800  spaces  in  the  concourse  itself.  This  must  be  described  in 
concert  with  the  plan  for  an  entrance  to  the  garage  in  the  concourse  itself 
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There  are  tables  of  parking,  but  there  is  no  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effect  on  traffic  in  the 
Concourse  of  both  the  increase  in  parking  and  the  entrance  to  the  garage  in  the  concourse. 
(Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  DEIR  transportation  analysis  methodology  is  presented  on  DEIR  pp.  116-120  and 
describes  how  traffic  growth  related  to  activities  in  the  Park  and  other  changes  in  the  Park 
would  affect  traffic  in  the  Concourse  vicinity  with  implementation  of  the  Phase  I  Underground 
Parking  Facility.  Traffic  and  parking  demand  generated  by  the  Concourse  institutions  and 
other  Park  activities  could  potentially  be  accommodated  in  the  proposed  Underground  Parking 
Facility.  The  construction  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  therefore 
cause  traffic  to  shift  from  other  parking  areas,  thus  resulting  in  changes  to  traffic  routes  and 
distribution  of  traffic  in  the  area.  The  DEIR  analysis  accounts  for  changes,  including 
concentrations  of  trips  at  proposed  parking  facility  access  points  at  Tenth  Avenue/Fulton 
Street,  and  at  Academy  Drive.  The  analysis  reviewed  23  intersections,  including  Ninth 
Avenue/Lincoln  Way.  The  increase  in  traffic  would  be  primarily  due  to  the  increase  in  traffic 
generated  by  the  anticipated  increase  in  attendance  associated  with  the  New  de Young  Museum 
and  the  reconstructed  CAS. 

As  parking  would  be  eliminated  from  the  Music  Concourse,  and  as  the  primary  entrance  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  at  Tenth/Fulton,  there  would  be  a  reduction  in  the 
number  of  vehicles  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways.  During  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour, 
there  would  be  a  decrease  of  about  75  vehicles  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  while 
during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  there  would  be  a  decrease  of  about  200  vehicles,  and 
during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour  there  would  be  a  decrease  of  about  100  vehicles. 

The  DEIR  addresses  the  traffic  effects  of  the  Academy  Drive  entrance,  including  traffic 
conditions.  The  King  Drive/Academy  Drive  intersection  near  the  proposed  Academy  Drive 
entrance  is  analyzed  for  all  scenarios,  and  would  have  acceptable  Level  of  Service  (LOS  C  or 
better),  as  shown  in  Tables  9-11,  DEIR  pp.  132-134.  DEIR  pp.  135-136  describe  operations 
at  the  Academy  Drive  entrance,  and  notes  that  the  120  to  140-foot-long  driveway  would  limit 
the  potential  for  queues  of  cars  to  extend  to  the  main  street. 


Case  No.  2001.911E  C&R  128  FINAL  EIR 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24  >  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  28  discussing  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to 
Proposition  J  and  the  response  on  C&R  p.  221  discussing  the  proposed  G-Line. 

Comment 

As  a  result  of  these  errors  we  must  request  that  the  Transportation  Study  provide  complete 
details  on  the  very  complicated  traffic  reassignment  and  re-routing  that  was  assumed  for  Phase 
I,  Phase  II,  and  the  various  alternatives.  While  the  assignment  of  the  vehicle  trips  has  been 
presented  in  graphics,  we  are  shown  only  the  total  numbers  and  cannot  determine  what 
portions  are  related  to  the  various  assignments  that  are  mentioned.  The  traffic  changes  we  need 
to  be  able  to  review  include:  1)  The  elimination  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  parking 
removal,  2)  the  assignment  of  parking  demand  not  accommodated  in  the  garage,  3)  the 
reassignment  of  Tenth  Avenue  Traffic,  and  4)  the  assignment  of  traffic  to  the  various 
underground  street  proposals. 

Trip  Distribution  -  The  distribution  of  trips  from  the  proposed  project  is  very  unclear  in  the 
report  because  there  is  no  way  to  review  the  reductions  taken  for  the  removal  of  parking.  The 
trips  removed  to  account  for  the  removal  of  on-street  parking  need  to  be  separated  out  of  the 
total  trip  generation  so  the  reasonableness  of  those  assumptions  can  be  adequately  reviewed. 
(Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

The  steps  undertaken  to  determine  the  traffic  volumes  associated  with  Phase  I  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  the  assignment  and  reassignment  of  vehicles  due  to  the  closure  of  Tenth 
Avenue  and  the  elimination  of  on-street  parking  in  the  Park,  are  documented  in  detail  within 
the  DEIR  and  the  Transportation  Study.  These  steps,  and  the  resulting  volumes,  were 
reviewed  with  Planning  Department  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  staff,  who 
concurred  with  the  assignments.  These  steps  are  outlined  on  DEIR  pp.  119-120. 

Comment 

DEIR  PAGE  152  —  "...Arguello  Boulevard  between  Fulton  and  Kennedy." 
ERROR:  Arguello  runs  only  to  Conservatory  Drive.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
Response 

DEIR  p.  152,  second  full  paragraph,  second  sentence,  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  Saturday  closure  would  include  the  following  streets  in  the  Park:  Kennedy  Drive 
between  Kezar  Drive  and  Eighth  Avenue,  Arguello  Boulevard  between  Fulton  Street 
and  Kennedy  Drive,  Conservatory  Drive  East  and  West,  and  Bowling  Green  Drive 
between  Kennedy  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Comment 

Traffic  studies  must  be  undertaken  now  to  establish  current  standards.  It  will  be  these 
standards  that  will  determine  what  constitutes  a  future  violation  requiring  mitigation.  (Jim 
Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

Response 

Traffic  studies  were  conducted  to  determine  existing  operating  conditions  (in  terms  of  level  of 
service)  at  key  park  intersections  and  intersections  outside  the  park.  These  existing  levels  of 
service  were  compared  to  conditions  with  the  proposed  project,  and  impacts  were  determined 
using  the  significance  criteria  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department. 
Mitigation  measures  were  identified  for  all  intersections  where  significant  impacts  were 
identified. 

Comment 

Inadequate  Sampling  of  Current  Traffic  Volumes  and  Flow 

Page  105  of  the  DEIR  discusses  only  the  PM  weekday  peak  commute  hour  (5:00  to  6:00  PM) 
and  midday  weekend  conditions.  The  study  indicates  the  intersection  of  Ninth  and  Lincoln 
already  operates  at  a  LOS  rating  of  D  even  with  an  extra  lane  of  traffic  operating  during  the 
study  period.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant 
Association) 

Response 

At  the  northbound  approach  to  the  intersection  of  Ninth/Lincoln,  an  additional  travel  lane  is 
provided  along  the  curb.  Based  on  field  observations,  this  lane  did  not  operate  as  an 
additional  travel  lane.  In  general,  it  served  as  a  queuing  area  for  the  right-turning  traffic, 
which  was  delayed  by  pedestrians  crossing  Lincoln  Way.  As  such,  the  analysis  did  not 
include  this  additional  lane.  The  time  periods  selected  for  analysis  generally  have  the  highest 
traffic  volumes  and  therefore  represent  the  worst-case  scenarios. 

Comment 

All  additional  studies  need  to  measure  daily  traffic  volume  and  intersection  congestion,  not  just 
a  one  hour  sampling.  Further,  these  studies  need  to  take  place  during  weekdays  when  UCSF  is 
in  session.  UCSF  is  San  Francisco's  single  largest  employer  accounting  for  a  substantial 
portion  of  daily  automobile  trips  through  the  south  of  park  areas.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD. 
Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  FINAL  EIR 
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Response 

The  weekday  PM  peak-hour,  Saturday  midday  peak-hour,  and  the  Sunday  midday  peak-hour 
represent  the  peak  weekday  and  weekend  activity  at  the  study  intersections.  As  a  result, 
analysis  of  intersection  operations  during  these  time  periods  would  represent  the  conservative 
case  scenario.  For  each  time  condition,  a  two-hour  count  was  conducted,  and  the  peak  hour 
within  the  two-hour  period  was  analyzed.  During  each  of  the  weekday  counts,  UCSF  was  in 
session. 

Comment 

The  transportation  study,  as  you've  heard  over  and  over,  omits  any  intersections  beyond  the 
park  boundaries,  and  it  only  studies  the  intersections  in  isolation.  It  should  study  the  impacts 
on  a  typical  trip  through  the  park  or  on  the  surrounding  neighborhoods.    (Ronald  Konopaski) 

Response 

Section  II. D,  Transportation,  DEIR  p.  105  describes  the  DEIR  transportation  study  area,  also 
shown  in  Figure  24  (DEIR  p.  106  and  revised  on  the  following  page),  which  includes  areas 
outside  as  well  as  in  the  Park: 

Section  II. D,  Transportation,  DEIR  p.  105  describes  the  DEIR  transportation  study 
area,  also  shown  in  Figure  24  (DEIR  p.  106  and  revised  on  the  following  page),  which 
includes  areas  outside  as  well  as  in  the  Park:  The  traffic  analysis  included  22  study 
intersections  as  locations  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  24). 
Those  intersections  include  most  of  the  local  intersections  adjacent  to  the  Music 
Concourse,  plus  those  along  main  access  routes  to  and  from  Golden  Gate  Park. 
Intersections  more  distant  from  the  Music  Concourse  were  not  analyzed  as  part  of  this 
study,  as  project-related  traffic  would  be  dispersed  among  the  many  local  streets  farther 
from  the  site,  and  consequently  would  be  less  than  at  the  study  intersections. 

The  intersection  of  Ninth  Avenue/Irving  Street  was  added  to  the  traffic  analysis,  making  a 
total  of  23  study  intersections. 

DEIR  pp.  116-121  also  describes  the  transportation  analysis  methodology,  including  the 
assignment  of  vehicle  trips  in  the  road  network  in  the  Park  and  streets  in  the  study  area.  This 
methodology  does  not  trace  trips  through  the  park;  however,  the  LOS  analysis  identifies 
potential  increases  or  decreases  in  delays  at  study  intersections.  For  a  given  trip  through  the 
Park,  those  changes  would  increase  or  decrease  delays  at  a  given  intersection  by  several 
seconds. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Comment 

The  intersection  numbers  from  Figure  24  should  be  shown  on  all  of  the  LOS  Tables  to  make 
analysis  easier.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  DEIR  is  revised  to  replace  Figure  24  (see  C&R  p.  132  in  this  section),  Transportation 
Study  and  Transit  Area,  to  include  revised  intersection  numbers  that  include  the  intersection  of 
9th  and  Irving.  See  also  revised  tables  on  C&R  pp.  146-159. 

Comment 

The  project  reduces  access  to  the  overall  Park  for  all.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
Response 

With  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project,  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  to  the  Park  would  be  closed 
and  replaced  with  a  driveway  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  Vehicles  entering  and 
exiting  the  park  at  this  location  would  shift  to  other  streets,  such  as  Eighth  Avenue,  two  blocks 
to  the  east.  At  Tenth  Avenue,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  paths  would  be  provided  between  Fulton 
Street  and  Kennedy  Drive  to  maintain  non-motorized  access.  No  other  changes  to  Park 
entrances  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  and  the  proposed  Projects 
would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  to  traffic,  transit,  pedestrians  and  bicycles  that  would 
restrict  Park  access. 

Comment 

The  number  of  cars  has  been  under-estimated,  with  a  focus  only  on  2  of  the  4  major 
institutions  in  the  area,  the  Academy  and  the  de Young;  and  for  those  institutions,  the  numbers 
appear  to  be  calculated  for  non-major  event  times.  A  more  realistic  number  will  include 
visitors  to  the  other  institutions  and  as  well  as  projections  of  event-related  traffic,  identifying 
the  number  of  events  per  institution  per  year.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

Since  the  transportation  analysis  was  based  on  traffic  and  parking  counts  conducted  in  and 
around  the  park,  it  included  traffic  generated  by  all  institutions  in  the  area.  When  completed, 
the  New  deYoung  and  the  new  CAS  are  projected  to  result  in  an  increase  in  visitors  from 
existing  conditions,  and  therefore  the  traffic  and  parking  demand  generated  by  the  additional 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

visitors  were  estimated  and  added  to  the  existing  traffic  and  parking  demand.  An  increase  in 
activity  at  other  institutions  in  the  area  would  be  accounted  for  in  the  DEIR  cumulative 
analysis. 

Also  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  126  with  regard  to  the  count  day  issues  and  the  response  on 
C&R  p.  222  with  regard  to  event-related  traffic  conditions. 

Comments 

Question-How  will  increasing  by  180  cars  per  hour  the  number  of  autos  entering  the  park  as 
induced  by  the  garage  and  institutional  expansion  reduce  the  impacts  of  motor  vehicles  on  the 
park  experience  as  mandated  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan?    (Haight  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

The  Final  EIR  must  find  that  with  the  Phase  I  garage  as  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR  will  result 
in  a  significant  increase  in  traffic  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

As  noted,  unless  a  garage  can  be  shown  to  result  in  a  verifiable  reduction  in  the  "impact  of 
automobiles  in  the  park,"  it  is  illegal  under  the  terms  of  Prop  J.  But  the  DEIR,  Section  HID, 
clearly  acknowledges  that  the  new  garage  will  result  in  an  INCREASE  in  motor  vehicle  trips 
in  and  out  of  the  park.  Thus  the  only  valid  conclusion  the  DEIR  can  draw  is  that  a  garage  is 
illegal  under  the  terms  of  Prop  J.  But  the  DEIR  does  not  in  any  way  conclude  that  the  garage 
should  not  be  built.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

Response 

In  general,  a  parking  facility  concentrates  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  its  access  points  compared 
to  dispersed  parking,  but  a  parking  facility  does  not  generate  traffic.  The  analysis  did  not 
assume  that  additional  vehicles  would  be  induced  to  enter  the  Park  with  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects.  With  the  implementation  of  the  800-space  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the 
elimination  of  800  on-street  parking  spaces  throughout  the  Park,  there  would  be  a  decrease  in 
the  total  number  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Park  on  surface 
streets,  as  compared  to  Baseline  conditions  (about  250  vehicles  during  the  weekday  PM  peak 
hour,  400  vehicles  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  200  vehicles  during  the  Sunday 
midday  peak  hour).  The  decrease  in  vehicles  within  the  Park  would  be  related  to  the  reduction 
of  the  number  of  vehicles  destined  to  and  from  surface  parking  spaces  inside  the  Park,  the 
concentration  of  parking  within  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  the  dedicated  access  at 
Tenth/Fulton.  In  addition,  the  proposed  Projects  would  include  additional  elements  to  help 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

reduce  the  effect  of  vehicles  in  the  Park,  including  the  elimination  of  surface  parking  spaces, 
the  enhancement  of  pedestrian  crosswalks,  and  the  creation  of  new  bicycle  facilities. 

It  would  be  expected  that,  after  completion  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility, 
including  signage  and  public  information  programs,  that  drivers  would  develop  patterns  of 
routes  to  the  parking  facility  and  would  not  create  "circling"  patterns  in  the  Park  or  nearby 
areas. 

See  also  response  on  C&R  p.  13  for  a  discussion  of  cumulative  traffic  effects. 
Comments 

More  Traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park   (Patrick  Barron) 

By  replacing  underutilized  parking  spaces  (in  the  western  end  of  the  Park)  with  spaces  that  will 
be  heavily  used  (in  the  East),  the  end  result  will  be  more  cars  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  something 
that  is  expressly  discouraged  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  City's  General 
Plan.  Greater  levels  of  auto  traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park  represents  a  serious  safety  and 
aesthetic  impact  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

More  traffic  in  GGP  (replacing  underutilized  parking  spaces  (in  the  western  end  of  the  Park) 
with  spaces  that  will  be  heavily  used  (in  the  East),  the  end  result  will  be  more  cars  in  Golden 
Gate  Park) .    (Patrick  Myall) 

The  construction  of  the  garage  will  add  more  cars  to  the  Park,  not  achieve  the  goal  of  Prop  J 
to  reduce  the  presence  of  the  automobile  in  Golden  Gate  Park  (see  Prop  J,  the  DEIR 
pp.  100-163;  the  Transportation  Study  by  Wilbur-Smith)    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

As  specified  in  Proposition  J,  construction  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  requires  the 
removal  of  an  equal  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  Park.  The  removal  of 
parking  spaces  would  include  all  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse 
(approximately  250  spaces);  for  intersection  improvements  associated  with  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility;  for  safety  improvements  at  intersections  and  crosswalks;  for  provision  of 
additional  clearance  for  Muni,  bicyclists  and  vehicles;  and  for  Intra-Park  shuttle  stops. 
Parking  spaces  that  would  be  removed  in  the  areas  near  the  Concourse  as  well  as  the  western 
portion  of  the  Park  would  serve  these  goals. 
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Transportation 


See  responses  on  C&R  p.  162  for  pedestrian  safety  issues,  and  on  C&R  p.  134  for  traffic 
volumes  in  Park.  See  Response  on  C&R  p.  28  for  GGPCA  Projects'  consistency  with 
Proposition  J. 

Comment 

Both  parts  of  both  definitions  speak  to  none  or  at  least  less  cars  than  "the  usual"  number  of 
cars  in  the  Concourse.  The  pedestrian  oasis  was  voted  for  by  the  people  encouraged  by 
campaign  literature  which  showed  no  cars  in  the  Concourse.  Further,  an  oasis  does  not  exist  if 
it  is  degraded  over  time  and  funding  request  literature  from  the  De  Young  continues  to  show  a 
car  free  Concourse.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

Phase  I  would  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  due  to 
elimination  of  vehicles  searching  for  parking,  but  access  to  King  Drive  from  Tea  Garden 
Drive  and  Academy  Drive  would  still  be  maintained.  Based  on  the  transportation  analysis 
conducted  for  the  DEIR,  it  was  estimated  that  Phase  I  would  result  in  about  75  fewer  vehicles 
in  the  Music  Concourse  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  200  fewer  vehicles  during  the 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  100  fewer  vehicles  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour. 

Phase  II,  which  would  include  the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  restrict  access  to  and 
from  Kennedy  Drive  and  would  further  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  on  Music  Concourse 
roadways.  Only  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  would  be  provided  access  from  Kennedy 
Drive.  Access  from  King  Drive  would  continue  to  be  maintained  for  Muni  buses,  pick-up  and 
drop-offs  at  the  Music  Concourse  attractions,  and  handicapped  users. 

Traffic  Calming,  Parking,  and  Pedestrian  Conditions  Outside  of  Park 

Comments 

Additional  traffic  calming  measures  in  residential  neighborhoods:  Nowhere  in  the  EIR  do  we 
see  mention  of  the  use  of  speed  bumps  on  residential  streets,  or  landscaped  bulbs  at 
intersections  to  slow  traffic  down,  or  other  neighborhood-based  traffic  calming  measures. 
(North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

Negative  Effects  On  Pedestrians  Not  Fully  Described 

The  garage  as  proposed  would  significantly  increase  traffic  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  by 
concentrating  parking  in  that  area.  In  addition,  by  removing  free  parking  in  the  area,  many 
visitors  will  drive  further  in  search  of  fewer  free  parking  spaces.  This  additional  traffic  will 
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cause  a  significant  degradation  of  the  pedestrian  environment  yet  was  not  analyzed  in  the 
DEIR.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

The  DEIR  ignores  several  specific  goals  of  the  Traffic  Calming  Program  and  the  GGP  Bicycle 
PI  an .    (Jennifer  Fox) 

Proposition  J  expressly  recognizes  that  parking  garages  create  congestion  and  traffic  in  the 
surrounding  areas,  and  Proposition  J  further  mandates  in  Section  2c  that  equal  priority  shall  be 
given  to  traffic  issues  in  the  neighborhoods  surrounding  the  park  along  with  issues  in  the  park. 

And  I  have  been  to  a  number  of  concourse  meetings  and  tremendous  attention  has  been 
devoted  to  the  in-park  issues  with  the  effect,  frankly,  that  is  sort  of  "let  the  chips  fall  where 
they  may"  outside  the  park,  and  that  is  expressly  contrary  to  the  mandates  of  Proposition  J. 
(Elizabeth  Thompson) 

Traffic  circulation  and  parking  are  absolutely  related  -  mere  space  counts  are  not  a 
comprehensive  indication  that  mitigation  is  unnecessary.  There  is  a  lack  of  attention  given  to 
traffic  calming  and  mitigation  outside  of  the  Park  boundaries  in  the  residential  neighborhoods 
to  the  north,  south  and  east.    (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

Not  only  do  we  not  know  what  parking  spaces  are  proposed  for  elimination,  we  do  not  know 
what  effect  their  removal  will  have  on  adjacent  neighborhoods.  It  seems  fair  to  assume  that 
people  currently  parking  in  the  park  for  free  will  seek  alternative  free  parking  both  inside  and 
outside  the  park  when  spaces  are  removed  or  time  limited.  The  draft  EIR  does  not  address 
this  issue  nor  any  mitigation  thereof.    (Michael  Grandin) 

But  I  also  just  want  to  mention  that  parking  is  also  a  concern.  It's  really  long-term  parking 
that's  not  been  studied  here.  You're  removing  over  800  long-term  parking  spaces,  and  then 
also  there's  a  time  limited  plan  proposed  by  the  Concourse  Authority  that  would  remove 
another  500  spaces,  and  then  they  assume  that  these  will  be  forced  into  transit  and  carpool. 
And  just  by  nature  of  that  assumption  means  you're  assuming  that  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods  are  going  to  be  severely  impacted  and  no  longer  have  as  much  parking 
available  if  they're  all  going  to  be  forced  into  parking  and  transit,  and  then  the  remainder  are 
not  all  going  to  pay  parking.  These  are  residents  that  can't  pay  for  parking  everyday, 
employees  and  transit  users,  so  you're  simply  not  really  addressing  the  issue  here.  (Steve 
Abrams) 

I'm  here  today  to  comment  for  the  record  on  the  Draft  EIR  under  discussion.  My  comments 
are  related  to  the  failure  of  the  Draft  EIR  to  adequately  address  the  fact  of  the  impact  of  the 
elimination  of  800  free  in  park  parking  spaces  and  the  proposed  time  limiting  of  500  additional 
spaces,  that  that  impact  will  have  on  the  park  and  the  surrounding  neighborhoods.  This  draft 
EIR  does  not  address  the  fact  that  the  elimination  of  almost  1300  parking  spaces  will  increase 
the  number  of  drivers  circling  and  looking  for  parking,  resulting  in  more  traffic  congestion 
and  noise  both  inside  and  outside  the  park.    (Michael  Grandin) 

My  specific  concerns  are  that  there  will  be  substantial  additional  traffic  in  our  neighborhoods. 
I'm  particularly  concerned  about  cars  cruising  for  free  space.  I  know  this  happens.  My 
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husband  refuses  to  park  anywhere,  not  for  free  if  he  can  avoid  paying  for  it.  So  particularly  as 
the  de Young,  ramps  up  and  is  able  to  attract  new  and  large  crowds,  we're  going  to  see  a  huge 
impact  on  the  traffic  in  our  neighborhoods,  people  cruising  for  space,  additional  traffic. 

This  is  a  neighborhood  with  a  lot  of  children.  It  has  a  lot  of  elderly  people.  These  are  people 
particularly  susceptible  to  harm  from  high  traffic.  There  is  also  additional  —  you  know,  the 
possibility  of  crime,  graffiti,  loitering  and  things  that  are  typically  associated  with  an  urban 
parking  structure.  So  I  urge  the  commission  to  seriously  focus  on  these  issues  as  required  by 
Proposition  J.  (Elizabeth  Thompson) 

Response 

The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  substantially  change  the  number  of  vehicles  that 
would  travel  to  and  from  the  Concourse  area  of  the  Park  and  would  not  warrant 
implementation  of  traffic  calming  measures  in  the  nearby  residential  neighborhoods.  See  also 
Response  on  C&R  p.  134.  DEIR  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures  (pp.  193-207),  identifies  a 
number  of  improvement  and  mitigation  measures  that  would  reduce  or  mitigate  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  on  transportation  conditions.  Implementation  of  the  proposed 
Projects,  which  would  result  in  an  overall  increase  in  parking  supply  in  the  east  side  of  the 
Park,  would  serve  to  reduce  the  number  of  drivers  searching  for  parking  outside  of  the  Park. 
As  a  result,  there  would  be  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  roadways  looking  for 
surface  parking  spaces,  as  well  as  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicles  parked  on-street  in  the 
neighborhoods  as  shown  in  Tables  12,  13  and  14,  DEIR  pp.  137-139.  Since  significant 
impacts  were  not  identified  related  to  parking  outside  of  the  Park,  traffic  calming  or  other 
mitigation  measures  would  not  be  required.  To  alleviate  existing  problems,  traffic  calming 
measures  or  other  additional  measures  outside  of  the  Park  boundaries  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  working  with  the  residential 
neighborhoods. 

The  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  improvements  at  the  Tenth 
Avenue/Fulton  Street  entrance  to  avoid  traffic  congestion  on  streets  serving  the  facility,  and 
maintain  pedestrian  access  and  safety  at  this  location  outside  the  Park,  as  discussed  on  DEIR 
p.  130  and  p.  145. 
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The  following  is  added  as  new  Improvement  Measure  2.1,  after  Improvement  Measure  2, 
Chapter  I,  Summary,  and  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  DEIRpp.  S-21  and  194. 

2.1      The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  would  work  with  the 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  with  community  groups  to 
review  traffic  conditions  with  implementation  of  Phase  I  and  the  TIP,  to 
identify  traffic  calming  or  other  improvements  for  traffic  circulation  and 
pedestrian  conditions  on  streets  near  the  Park. 

Chapter  I,  Summary,  and  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  Improvement  Measure  6,  DEIR 
pp.  S-22  and  196,  is  revised  as  follows: 

6.       Phase  I: 

a.  With  Phase  I,  install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T 
WALK  and  countdown  indicators)  at  Fulton/Eighth  and  Fulton/Tenth  to 
improve  pedestrian  crossing  of  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue, 
respectively.  Pedestrian  crossing  signals  are  already  provided  at  these 
intersections  for  crossing  Fulton  Street. 

b.  The  pedestrian  signals  would  help  facilitate  pedestrian  movements  at 
these  locations.  Install  pedestrian  crossing  signals  (i.e.,  WALK/DON'T 
WALK  and  countdown  indicators)  at  Lincoln/Ninth  to  improve 
pedestrian  crossing  of  Lincoln  Way  and  Ninth  Avenue;  establish 
crosswalks  at  all  new  intersections  created  (or  intersections  substantially 
reconfigured)  with  the  proposed  project;  and  reconstruct  the  intersection 
of  King/Academy  to  tighten  the  radius  at  the  corners  to  reduce  distance 
for  pedestrians  to  cross  intersection  and  to  reduce  the  travel  speed  of 
vehicles. 

Comment 

Pedestrian  Issues  -  Has  the  study  considered  how  the  changes  to  the  traffic  volumes  and  the 
increased  crossing  distances  (from  additional  turn  lanes)  could  affect  pedestrian  safety?  Has 
the  study  considered  how  the  displacement  of  parking  could  increase  pedestrian  volumes  in 
some  areas  and  thereby  affect  the  intersection  operations?    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice 
President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

Mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  DEIR  would  not  require  an  increase  in  the  right-of-way 
width  of  any  street  and  would  therefore  not  increase  the  crossing  distance  for  pedestrians. 
Traffic  volume  increases  associated  with  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  be  greatest  at 
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the  intersection  of  Fulton/Eighth  (due  to  the  closure  of  the  Tenth  Avenue  entrance  to  the 
Park),  which  is  currently  signalized.  As  an  improvement  measure  for  Phase  I,  pedestrian 
countdown  crossing  signals  would  be  installed  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Eighth  and 
Fulton/Tenth.  Any  increase  in  traffic  volumes  at  these  intersections  is  not  anticipated  to  affect 
pedestrian  safety. 

Comments 

We  are  concerned  about  the  safety  issue  that  will  increase  as  a  result  of  more  pedestrians 
crossing  at  10th  and  Fulton  and  more  cars  in  the  area  coming  into  the  garage.  Many  children 
from  the  neighborhood  there  go  in  the  park  almost  every  day,  and  many  families  use  the 
children's  playground  directly  in  front  of  the  garage  location. 

We  saw  no  mention  of  safety,  of  possible  safety  hazards  as  a  result  of  increased  cars  and 
pedestrian  crossing  and  think  that  should  have  been  addressed  in  the  EIR.  Our  hope  is  that 
our  needs  as  a  community  will  be  respected  the  way  that  others  are.    (Grace  Lau) 

Clearly  the  increased  demand  for  the  free  parking  outside  the  park  will  increase  the  pedestrian 
volumes  crossing  Lincoln  Way  and  Fulton  Street.  This  could  have  both  safety  and  operational 
impacts  that  do  not  appear  to  have  been  considered.  For  example,  the  crossing  distance  across 
Fulton  Street  at  Tenth  Avenue  would  increase  due  to  additional  turn  lanes  and  the  pedestrian 
volumes  will  almost  certainly  increase.  Has  this  been  factored  into  the  LOS  calculations? 
(Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

The  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  accommodate  parking  demand  associated 
with  Park  activities  in  the  Concourse  vicinity,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  the  occupancy  of  on- 
street  parking  outside  of  the  Park  would  decrease  slightly  from  Baseline  conditions  (existing 
conditions  plus  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the  New  de Young  and  the 
reconstruction  of  the  CAS).  As  shown  in  Tables  12,  13  and  14,  DEIR  pp.  137-139,  overall 
occupancy  of  on-street  parking  in  the  Park  and  areas  north,  east,  and  south  of  the  Park  would 
decrease  4%  to  6% ,  compared  to  Baseline  conditions  without  Phase  I.  As  a  result,  it  is  not 
anticipated  that  pedestrian  volumes  would  increase  substantially  along  Lincoln  Way  and  Fulton 
Street.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  increase  the  right-of-way  width  of  any  street, 
pedestrian  crossing  distances  would  not  increase. 


Pedestrian  volume  conditions  have  been  incorporated  into  the  LOS  calculations  at 
intersections. 
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Traffic  Effects  in  the  Sunset  District 
Comments 

The  DEIR  details  the  two  entrance  and  exit  points  for  the  new  parking  structure.  This 
discussion  includes  some  study  and  mitigation  for  Fulton  Street  and  areas  north  of  the  Park, 
mentioning  eight  intersections  there.  Only  two  intersections  to  the  south  of  GG  Park,  however, 
are  included.  Only  one  intersection  is  included  within  the  Inner  Sunset  and  its  Commercial 
District. 

Irving  Street  and  Ninth  Avenue  are  both  designated  as  Transit  Preferential  Streets  and  are  not 
accurately  and  adequately  discussed  or  surveyed.  This  in  itself  should  be  viewed  as  a  violation 
of  San  Francisco's  "Transit  First  Policy." 

This  DEIR  specifically  details  proposed  traffic  patterns  for  vehicles  traveling  to  and  exiting 
from  the  new  parking  structure.  These  patterns  (Note  page  100,  paragraph  3)  indicate  that 
Southbound  traffic  leaving  the  parking  structure  will  travel  south  down  Ninth  Avenue  to 
Kirkham,  head  West  to  19th  Ave  then  South  to  1-280.  Likewise,  travelers  from  the  South  will 
access  the  parking  structure  along  the  same  route.  There  is  no  mention  here  of  the  impact  on 
the  N-Judah  Muni  Metro  trolley  or  the  44  O'Shaunghnessy  bus  line  transit  corridor  so  crucial 
to  the  Sunset  district.  Ninth  Avenue  is  designated  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  and  not 
accurately  or  adequately  discussed  or  surveyed.  This  is  again  viewed  as  violation  of  San 
Francisco's  "Transit  First  Policy." 

No  study  was  undertaken  of  the  current  traffic  conditions  just  1  block  away  to  the  South  at 
Ninth  and  Irving.  Additionally  there  are  too  few  intersections  chosen  for  the  Sunset  side  study. 
This  study  should  include  7th  and  Lincoln,  7th  and  Irving,  9th  and  Irving,  and  9th  and  Judah, 
and  even  9th  and  Kirkham,  which  are  all  included  in  the  proposed  routes  to  and  from  the 
south.  This  study  would  need  to  take  into  account  the  delays  caused  to  MUNI's  most  heavily 
traveled  metro  route  the  N-Judah.  These  delays  in  turn  create  an  increased  commute  time  for 
thousands  of  Sunset  residents.  This  is  again  viewed  as  a  violation  of  San  Francisco's  "Transit 
First  Policy."    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant 
Association) 

Not  only  does  this  DEIR  inadequately  address  the  issue  of  increased  traffic  to  our 
neighborhood,  it  lacks  sufficient  consideration  of  public  transit  needs  to  and  from  the 
neighborhood.  The  N  Judah  line  carries  thousands  of  passengers,  both  residents  of  and  visitors 
to,  San  Francisco.  This  line  is  already  impeded  by  traffic  along  Ninth  Avenue,  especially  as  it 
turns  at  Irving  Street.  Yet  the  DEIR  reflects  almost  no  MUNI  participation  in  any  public 
transit  studies.    (Inner  Sunset  Merchants  and  Residents  (Multiple  Signatures)) 

Specifically,  the  point  I  would  like  to  bring  up  is  I  live  in  District  4.  I  live  right  along  the  N 
Judah  line.  I  don't  own  an  automobile.  The  N-Judah  plays  a  pretty  important  role  in  my  life. 
If  the  N-Judah  cannot  get  through  the  traffic  at  Ninth  and  Irving,  myself  and  a  great  many  of 
my  neighbors,  because  a  lot  of  people  use  that  train,  are  going  to  be  adversely  affected.  This 
needs  to  be  cautiously  considered.    (Tom  Harriman) 
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We  request  adequate  and  accurate  studies  in  our  Inner  Sunset  and  its  Commercial  District  in 
the  aforementioned  streets  and  intersections.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President, 
Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

None  of  the  intersections  studied  were  beyond  the  Park  boundaries  yet  there  will  be  severe 
impacts  on  9th  Ave.  at  Irving  and  at  Judah.    (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

Traffic,  transit  and  parking  issues  in  the  area  south  of  the  Park  must  be  adequately  studied  to 
determine  impacts  on  the  surrounding  neighborhoods. 

In  particular,  impacts  on  Irving  Street  and  9th  Avenue  must  be  considered.    (Frank  Noto, 
Board  Member,  Golden  Gate  Heights  Neighborhood  Association) 

I'm  here  today  to  object  to  the  EIR  because  it  is  both  inaccurate  and  inadequate  in  our  opinion. 
The  9th  Avenue  corridor  is  designated  in  detail  as  a  transit  preferential  street,  yet  no  study  was 
conducted  of  9th  Avenue  and  of  that  corridor.  This  corridor  is  already  congested,  and  I  have 
a  visual  here  for  you  that  shows  my  property  in  the  middle  of  the  block,  traffic  backed  up  to 
Irving  from  Lincoln  Avenue  along  my  avenue. 

This  intersection  is  the  cornerstone  of  our  neighborhood.  It  also  directly  impacts  municipal 
railways,  N  Judah  line  and  the  44  O'Shaughnessy  line.  Though  the  report  on  page  142  says 
that  the  44  would  not  be  impacted,  we  do  not  think  that  that's  accurate.  We  understand  that 
the  proposed  traffic  projections  along  this  corridor  anticipate  traffic  increases  of  up  to  four 
times  the  current  amount.  And  I  will  tell  you  because  I'm  there  every  day  that  currently  we 
have  daily  backups  during  commute  hours  in  the  morning  and  in  the  afternoon. 

We're  dismayed  that  there's  been  only  one  traffic  study  conducted  in  the  inner  Sunset,  and  that 
study  was  along  Lincoln  Avenue  at  9th  Avenue.  And  as  far  as  I  understand,  it  was  conducted 
when  there  was  an  extra  lane  of  traffic  provided  along  Lincoln  in  the  afternoon  hours.  That 
traffic  lane  is  not  usually  there,  so  we  find  that  study  inadequate.  We  also  find  that  9th  and 
Irving  was  not  studied  at  all.  We  think  it  should  be.  7th  and  Lincoln  and  7th  and  Irving  were 
not  studied  either. 

The  congestion  here  seriously  impedes  the  Muni  lines,  as  we  have  said.  These  Muni  lines 
serve  West  Portal,  Forest  Hill  and  the  Sunset.  Tens  of  thousands  of  people  commute  on  them 
every  day. 

I  want  to  tell  you  respectfully  that  we  will  continue  to  object  to  the  EIR  until  it  includes 
sufficient  studies  of  traffic  in  our  neighborhood,  especially  at  the  intersection  of  9th  and 
Irving.  I  also  have  great  neighborhood  support  on  this.  And  perhaps  some  of  you  will 
remember  that  not  too  many  years  ago  we  managed  to  defeat  Blockbuster  from  going  in  at  this 
intersection.  The  very  same  issues  at  play  there  are  again  what  we're  objecting  to  here, 
traffic.  The  N  Judah  line  is  often  stopped  in  its  tracks,  no  pun  intended,  but  it  is,  so  we're 
going  to  continue  to  oppose  this  until  it  includes  sufficient  traffic  studies.     (Lisa  Orsaba) 

Traffic  studies  should  be  undertaken  NOW  to  cover  a  much  broader  area  than  the  October  2, 
2002  study  did.  Intersections  in  the  Inner  Sunset  that  will  be  severely  impacted  by  changes 
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recommended  for  the  concourse  including  7th  &  Lincoln,  9th  &  Lincoln,  from  7th  to  Funston 
on  Irving  St,  and  the  entire  N  Judah  track  line  through  the  inner  Sunset.  We  need  a  baseline  so 
that  comparisons  can  be  made  when  future  phases  of  the  project  are  implemented,  (Pat 
Christensen) 

The  other  thing  is  that  the  mitigation  section  which  —  transportation  mitigation  starts  on  page 
193  —  does  deal  a  lot  with  the  north  side  of  the  park,  the  Fulton  Street  and  8th  Avenue  part, 
but  what  I  think  could  be  added  here  is  —  is  some  —  some  language  on  the  south  part  of  the 
park.  We  have  a  new  —  we  have  a  garage  entrance  in  the  Concourse  itself  that's  close  to  the 
Ninth  and  Lincoln  entrance  of  the  park,  and  I  don't  think  that  that  is  treated  equally  to  the 
north  side,  and  I  think  some  more  work  could  be  done  dealing  with  that.    (John  Rizzo) 

The  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
TRANSPORTATION  STUDY,  #  2001.911  E.  DEC.  10,  2002,  included  no  study  of  the 
impacts  of  the  Projects  on  the  intersections  of  9th  Ave  and  Irving  and  Judah  Streets. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Traffic  to  and  from  our  neighborhood  is  expected  to  increase  up  to  four  times  the  current 
amount.  This  is  in  a  neighborhood  already  very  congested.  Our  streets  are  already  impassable 
during  commute  hours  and  during  much  of  the  day.  Yet,  this  draft  EIR  contains  only  one 
traffic  study  in  the  Inner  Sunset. 

The  DEIR  specifically  details  proposed  traffic  patterns  for  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  the 
park  from  a  southerly  direction. 

Ninth  Avenue  is  designated  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  yet  NO  TRAFFIC  STUDIES  WERE 
CONDUCTED  at  the  important  intersection  of  Ninth  Ave.  and  Irving  or  at  Ninth  Ave.  and 
Judah.  Furthermore,  there  we  no  traffic  studies  done  at  Seventh  Ave.  and  Irving,  also  an 
important  intersection.    (Inner  Sunset  Merchants  and  Residents  (Multiple  Signatures)) 

Traffic  studies  in  the  EIR  should  include  the  9th  and  Irving  intersection,  but  they  are  not.  This 
is  a  major  transit  route,  and  as  such,  9th  Ave  between  Judah  and  Irving  is  a  "transit 
preferential  corridor. "  The  community  needs  assurance  that  traffic  from  the  Park  and  its  new 
garage  will  not  disrupt  the  flow  of  the  Muni's  N-Judah.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

As  noted  on  DEIR,  p.  105,  Paragraph  2,  "22  study  intersections  as  locations  likely  to  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  project  are  included  in  the  transportation  analysis..." 

The  intersections  include  Ninth  Avenue/Lincoln  Way,  a  major  entrance  into  the  Park  near  the 
Concourse  to  and  from  the  south,  including  the  Inner  Sunset  neighborhood.  As  shown  in 
Tables  9,  10  and  11  (DEIR  pp.  132-134),  project  scenarios  would  not  result  in  significant 
traffic  impacts  at  the  Ninth/Lincoln  intersection.  However,  to  assess  further  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  in  the  Inner  Sunset  area  as  requested  in  a  number  of  comments,  the 
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intersection  of  Ninth  Avenue/Irving  Street  was  added  to  the  EIR  analysis  for  Existing, 
Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  scenarios. 

As  shown  in  the  (revised)  Tables  9,  10  and  11,  herein,  the  GGPCA  Projects  scenarios  would 
not  have  a  significant  traffic  impact  at  this  intersection.  In  general,  traffic  volumes  along 
other  streets  in  the  Inner  Sunset,  such  as  Judah  Street,  are  lower  than  along  Irving  Street.  In 
addition,  Irving  Street  serves  as  the  main  commercial  corridor  in  the  neighborhood  and  has 
more  transit  and  pedestrian  activity  than  other  streets.  Based  on  field  observations,  the 
intersection  of  Ninth/Judah  and  other  Inner  Sunset  intersections  generally  operate  with 
acceptable  conditions  during  the  three  analysis  periods  on  weekdays,  Saturdays  and  Sundays. 
As  no  significant  traffic  impacts  were  found  at  the  intersection  of  Ninth/Irving,  it  was  expected 
that  similar  conditions  would  be  found  at  other  nearby  intersections. 

The  DEIR  parking  analysis,  pp.  136-142,  includes  a  study  area  encompassing  the  Sunset 
neighborhood  south  of  the  Park  to  Judah  Street  and  west  to  Funston  Avenue,  an  area  expected 
to  be  affected  by  parking  conditions  in  the  Park  and  vicinity.  The  analysis,  as  shown  in  Tables 
12,  13,  and  14  (DEIR  pp.  137-139),  shows  that  parking  occupancy  south  of  the  Park  would  be 
projected  to  be  reduced  with  implementation  of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

The  following  two  paragraphs  are  added  to  DEIR,  p.  109,  as  new  second  and  third  paragraphs 
to  discuss  conditions  at  Ninth  Avenue/Irving  Street: 

In  addition,  the  study  intersection  of  Ninth/Irving  was  observed  to  have  occasional 
vehicular  and  transit  conflicts  during  the  three  analysis  periods  (the  frequency  and 
effect  of  these  interactions  can  be  greater  during  busy  weekends).  In  the  area,  the 
Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line  travels  on  Judah  Street,  Ninth  Avenue  and  Irving  Street. 
At  the  intersection  of  Ninth/Irving,  the  light  rail  line  has  a  stop  at  the  westbound 
approach  (for  outbound  trains)  and  at  the  northbound  approach  (for  inbound  trains).  In 
addition,  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  operates  northbound  and  southbound  on  Ninth 
Avenue  with  stops  at  the  northbound  and  southbound  approaches. 

Overall,  vehicular  traffic  and  transit  were  observed  to  travel  through  the  intersection 
without  substantial  delay,  except  for  minor  delays  due  to  heavy  pedestrian  volumes.  In 
general,  the  Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line  and  the  44-0'Shaughnessv  bus  line  are  not 
substantially  delayed  by  traffic  operations  along  both  Ninth  Avenue  and  Irving  Street. 
In  some  instances,  however,  queues  from  the  intersection  of  Ninth/Lincoln  can  delay 
traffic  flow  and  bus  operations  on  northbound  Ninth  Avenue.  When  the  Muni  N-Judah 
light  rail  line  stops  in  the  northbound  and  westbound  directions,  the  trains  block  the 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

travel  lane.  During  these  times,  there  is  a  temporary  increase  in  vehicular  and  transit 
delay  (44-O'Shaughnessv  in  the  northbound  direction  onlvV.  however,  these  delays  do 
not  substantially  affect  traffic  and  transit  operations  at  the  intersection. 

DEIR  Tables  1,  3,  4,  5,  9,  10,  11,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  19  and  20,  as  revised,  are  included 
below,  with  conditions  for  the  Ninth/Irving  intersection. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  study  of  the  intersection  of  Ninth  and  Irving. 

This  intersection  is  important  to  Muni  operations  and  is  included  within  the  parking  study 
area.  Some  of  the  alternatives  may  show  reduced  congestion  at  this  intersection.  (Howard 
Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

See  response  on  C&R  p.  143  for  the  analysis  of  Ninth  Avenue/Irving  Street. 

In  general,  Phase  II  and  Phase  II  alternatives  would  primarily  affect  traffic  circulation  within 
the  Music  Concourse  area  of  the  Park.  They  are  not  anticipated  to  substantially  affect  traffic 
volumes  outside  the  Park,  including  Ninth  Avenue.  Overall,  the  alternatives  would  not  result 
in  substantially  different  impacts  along  Ninth  Avenue  compared  to  those  identified  for  the 
Baseline  plus  Project  conditions. 

Comment 

Additionally,  the  9th  Ave.  corridor  passing  through  the  Inner  Sunset  can  be  expected  to 
experience  the  burden  of  this  increase.  Note  that  though  the  intersections  of  9th  and  Irving  and 
Judah  serve  several  transit  systems,  they  are  not  considered  within  the  Transportation  Report 
for  which  the  Draft  EIR  is  based.  Consideration  must  be  given  to  the  impacts  of  tour  buses 
generated  by  the  combined  projects,  as  this  is  the  corridor  used  by  most.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Response 

See  response  on  C&R  p.  143  for  the  analysis  of  Inner  Sunset  intersections. 

With  Phase  I,  it  is  anticipated  that  traffic  volumes  along  Ninth  Avenue  between  Lincoln  Way 
and  Irving  Street  would  increase  by  less  than  five  vehicles  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour, 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hour.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  substantially  affect  traffic  operations  along  Ninth  Avenue. 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


#  TABLE  3 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
WEEKDAY  PM  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing    Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

1 .  Cabrillo/Park  Presidio 

16.8 

B 

16.9 

B 

2.  Cabrillo/Tenth2 

11.9 

B(eb) 

12.1 

B(eb) 

3.  Cabrillo/Eighth2 

14.6 

B  (nb) 

14.9 

B(nb) 

4.  Park  Presidio/Fulton 

35.6 

D 

35.9 

D 

5 .  Fulton/Tenth 

18.5 

B 

18.7 

B 

6.  Fulton/Eighth 

20.6 

C 

20.9 

C 

7.  Fulton/Arguello 

21.0 

C 

21.1 

C 

8.  Fulton/Stanyan 

47.2 

D 

47.7 

D 

9.  Kennedy /Stanyan 

45.9 

D 

46.5 

D 

10.  King/Crossover 

38.5 

D 

39.2 

D 

11.  Lincoln/Nineteenth 

36.1 

D 

36.5 

D 

12.  Ninth/Lincoln 

46.9 

D 

48.3 

D 

13.  Kennedy  /Tenth2 

15.1 

C(eb) 

16.0 

C  (eb) 

14.  Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden2 

28.7 

D  (wb) 

31.0 

D  (wb) 

15.  Kennedy /Eighth2 

18.0 

C  (wb) 

18.3 

C  (wb) 

16.  Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East2 

49.4 

E(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

17.  Kennedy /Kezar2 

>50 

F(eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

18.  King/Tea  Garden2 

24.4 

C  (sb) 

25.1 

D  (sb) 

19.  King/ Academy2 

8.1 

A(eb) 

8.8 

A(eb) 

20.  King/Middle  Drive  East2 

25.8 

D  (sb) 

26.9 

D(sb) 

21.  Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

8.9 

A(wb) 

9.0 

A(wb) 

22.  King/Kezar 

14.1 

B 

14.1 

B 

23.  Ninth/Irving 

30.5 

Q 

30.6 

£ 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


#  TABLE  4 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
SATURDAY  MIDDAY  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing  Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

1. 

Cabrillo/Park  Presidio 

16.8 

B 

17.2 

B 

2. 

Cabrillo/Tenth2 

9.4 

A  (eb) 

10.0 

B  (eb) 

3. 

Cabrillo/Eighth2 

10.3 

B  (nb) 

11.3 

B  (nb) 

4. 

Park  Presidio/Fulton 

29.3 

C 

29.9 

C 

5. 

Fulton/Tenth 

15.8 

B 

16.5 

B 

6. 

Fulton/Eighth 

15.6 

B 

16.6 

B 

7. 

Fulton/Arguello 

13.8 

B 

15.0 

B 

8. 

Fulton/Stanyan 

67.8 

E 

76.3 

E 

9. 

Kennedy/Stanyan 

18.8 

B 

19.6 

B 

10. 

King/Crossover 

34.5 

C 

36.7 

D 

11. 

Lincoln/Nineteenth 

27.7 

C 

30.3 

C 

12. 

Ninth/Lincoln 

26.3 

c 

29.0 

C 

13. 

Kennedy/Tenth2 

11.6 

B  (eb) 

14.1 

B  (eb) 

14. 

Kennedy/Academy/Tea  Garden2 

14.0 

B  (wb) 

14.8 

B  (wb) 

15. 

Kennedy/Eighth2 

11.0 

B  (wb) 

11.8 

B  (wb) 

16. 

Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East2 

14.9 

B  (wb) 

18.4 

C  (wb) 

17. 

Kennedy/Kezar2 

>50 

F  (eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

18. 

King/Tea  Garden2 

21.0 

C  (sb) 

23.5 

C  (sb) 

19. 

King/Academy2 

8.9 

A  (eb) 

9.1 

A  (eb) 

20. 

King/Middle  Drive  East2 

15.5 

C  (sb) 

18.3 

C  (sb) 

21. 

Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

8.0 

A  (wb) 

8.1 

A  (wb) 

22. 

King/Kezar 

7.7 

A 

8.1 

A 

23. 

Ninth/Irving 

32.9 

£ 

35.0 

Q 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  —  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


#  TABLE  5 

BASELINE  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 
SUNDAY  MIDDAY  PEAK  HOUR 


Existing  Baseline 


Intersection 

Delay1 

LOS 

Delay1 

LOS 

1 .  Cabrillo/Park  Presidio 

17.0 

B 

17.5 

B 

2  Cabrillo/Tenth2 

9  5 

A  (wW 

xi  y  vv  uy 

9  9 

A  (wb) 

3  Cabrillo/Eiehth2 

9  8 

A  ferV> 

10.2 

B  (eb) 

4    Park  Presidio/Fulton 

29.4 

c 

30.1 

c 

5  Fulton/Tenth 

16.5 

B 

17.4 

B 

6  Fulton/Eiehth 

15.0 

B 

15.4 

B 

7     Fulton/  A  rpupllo 

/  .       X   UilUll/  ill  CUWlv 

32  3 

c 

36  2 

D 

8  Fulton/Stanvan 

\_'  *          A     VX  X  LU11/  V-/  LUIlj  Ull 

>80 

F 

>80 

F 

Q    ICpnnpflv /Stan  van 

^/ .     lVviiiivu  y  /  o  LuiJ  y  ciii 

19  9 

B 

LJ 

20  9 

XwX_f  •  V 

10  Kine/Crossover 

35.9 

c 

38.0 

c 

Fincoln/Nineteenth 

XX*       l^lllWlllf  X  1  lltvlvvlllll 

19.7 

B 

20.5 

c 

17    Ninth/T  inroln 

J.  —  .       1  i  11  1  III/  J — '11  IV.  W  11  1 

13  5 

B 

14  1 

X  ~  •  X 

B 

X-J 

13   Kennedv /Tenth2 

X  mJ  •     IxvllllvUy  /   J.  wl  J  LI  1 

14.  Kennedy /Academy /Tea  Garden2 

15.  Kennedy /Eighth2 

16.  Kennedy/Middle  Drive  East2 

17.  Kennedy /Kezar2 

18.  King/Tea  Garden2 

11.8 

B  (eb) 

13.7 

B  (eb) 

19.  King/ Academy2 

8.2 

A(eb) 

8.4 

A(eb) 

20.  King/Middle  Drive  East2 

10.8 

B(nb) 

13.3 

B  (sb) 

21.  Middle  Drive  East/Bowling  Green2 

7.5 

A(nb) 

7.5 

A(nb) 

22.  King/Kezar 

10.2 

B 

11.7 

B 

23.  Ninth/Irving 

27.2 

Q 

28.2 

Q 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Notes: 

1  Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

2  Unsignalized  intersection  -  LOS  and  delay  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  =  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E/F. 
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TABLE  14  (REVISED) 
BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  PARKING  CONDITIONS 


SUNDAY  MIDDAY  PERIOD 

Baseline  plus  Project  — 

Baseline  plus  Project  - 

Location 

Baseline 

Parking  Variant  1 

Parking  Variant  2 

North  of  Park 

X  ~  \J  1  VIM    XJm.     X    CXI  I\ 

Qnnnl  v 

OUlJUlJ' 

2  137 

2  137 

2  137 

V/vL'UL/ClllC' Y 

2  114 

1  921 

1  932 

%  Occunipd 

99% 

90% 

90% 

Fast  of  Park 

1  404 

1  404 

1  404 

V_/vt  Li  Ly Cll  1V^<  V 

1  376 

1  312 

1  312 

%  Occunipii 

95% 

9?% 

South  of  Park 

uUUlll  lit  X  ai  IV 

Simnl  v 

2  317 

2  317 

2  317 

Orninflnrv 

2  285 

2  200 

2  206 

%  Occunipd 

99% 

95% 

95% 

Within  East  Park 

Supply 

2,184 

2,680 

2,608 

Occupancy 

2,184 

2,448 

2,431 

%  Occupied 

100% 

91% 

95% 

Total  Study  Area 

Supply 

8,042 

8,538 

8,466 

Occupancy 

7,959 

7,881 

7,881 

%  Occupied 

99% 

92% 

95% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
Note 

Parking  study  area  generally  bounded  by  Balboa  Street  to  the  north,  Funston  Avenue  and  Crossover  Drive  to  the  west,  Judah 
Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue  to  the  south,  and  Cole  Street  and  Stanyan  Boulevard  to  the  east. 


Case  No.  2001 .91  IE  _   FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-153  — — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

As  discussed  in  the  New  deYoung  Museum  Final  EIR  and  the  New  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  Draft  EIR,  neither  institution  anticipates  a  considerable  increase  in  tour  bus  activity 
with  their  new  facility.  In  general,  tour  buses  for  school  groups  (which  represent  the  majority 
of  tour  bus  activity)  travel  to  and  from  the  institutions  in  the  morning  and  therefore  would  not 
substantially  affect  operations  along  Ninth  Avenue  during  weekday  PM  conditions  or  weekend 
midday  conditions. 

The  analysis  conducted  for  the  study  intersections  took  into  consideration  the  effect  of  tour 
buses  on  intersection  operating  conditions. 

Comment 

Second  Entrance  Impacts  on  MLK,  9th  Avenue,  Muni 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  proposed  second  vehicular  entrance  to  the  garage  within  the  park, 
which  is  not  only  a  violation  of  the  specific  provision  of  Prop.  J  calling  for  the  garage 
structure  to  be  served  by  "dedicated  entrance(s)  and  exit(s)  outside  the  park,"  but  would  have 
significant  impacts  on  the  park  environment  in  general.  It  would  generate  unacceptable  traffic 
impacts  on  the  9th  Avenue  corridor,  from  Judah  to  Lincoln,  encourage  more  traffic  throughout 
the  park,  increase  the  probability  of  delay  of  the  44  Muni  bus  and  the  N-Judah  service  due  to 
automobile  congestion,  and  make  it  more  difficult  to  enact  future  transit-oriented 
improvements 

The  reason  for  the  provision  in  Prop  J  for  an  external  garage  entrance  is  to  reduce  congestion. 
The  proposed  second  entrance,  within  the  park,  is  uncalled  for  in  Prop.  J.  Even  the  full  text  of 
the  TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  that  the  Draft  EIR  is  based  upon  did  not  consider  the 
intersections  at  9th  and  Irving  or  9th  and  Judah,  both  critical  to  the  citywide  Muni  Metro 
transit  system.  This  second  entrance  presents  an  undue  burden  of  increased  traffic  on  the  9th 
Avenue  corridor  and  along  MLK  Drive.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt, 
Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  number  of  entrance/exit  points  to  a  parking  garage  is  generally  determined  by  the 
projected  facility  users  (e.g.,  short-term  versus  long-term  parkers)  and  the  number  of  parking 
spaces.  The  size  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  (800  spaces)  would  require 
the  provision  of  two  entrance/exit  points  for  efficient  operation.  An  800-space  facility  with 
only  one  entrance  would  require  at  least  four  lanes  for  normal  operation.  If  such  an  access 
were  provided  at  Tenth  Avenue,  four  lanes  would  require  a  roadway  wider  than  the  existing 
Tenth  Avenue  roadway,  and  would  remove  open  space  and  landscaping  from  this  area  of  the 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Park.  Depending  upon  peak  movements,  the  Muni  in-  or  outbound  lanes  could  be  adjusted. 
The  four-lane  configuration  would  also  change  overall  operation  of  the  Tenth  Avenue/Fulton 
Street  intersection,  and  could  require  additional  turning  lanes  and  signal  phases.  The  entrance 
at  Academy  Drive  would  also  provide  a  second  access  under  emergency  conditions.  In 
addition,  the  two-pod  design  of  the  project  would  be  better  served  with  access  for  each  pod. 

Provision  of  the  driveway  at  Academy  Drive  would  allow  for  drivers  already  in  the  Park  to 
access  the  proposed  underground  parking  facility  directly  without  having  to  exit  the  Park  to 
access  the  driveway  at  Tenth/Fulton.  The  two  ingress/egress  points  would  also  serve  to 
spread  out  traffic  volumes  destined  to  and  from  the  proposed  facility.  With  only  one  driveway 
at  Tenth/Fulton,  there  would  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  destined  to  and  from  Fulton 
Street,  which  would  affect  the  operations  of  intersections  along  Fulton  Street  at  Tenth  Avenue, 
19th  Avenue/Crossover  Drive/Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  and  Stanyan  Street.  With  the  proposed 
elimination  of  surface  parking  in  the  Music  Concourse,  the  driveway  on  Academy  Drive 
would  result  in  relatively  small  increases  in  traffic  volumes  over  Baseline  conditions  and 
would  not  encourage  more  traffic  through  the  park. 

See  also  response  on  C&R  p.  143  regarding  analysis  of  the  intersections  of  Ninth/Irving  and 
Ninth/Judah. 

Comment 

Pedestrian  safety  is  of  primary  concern  to  residents  and  merchants  in  the  Inner  Sunset.  Not 
adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIR.    (Pat  Christensen) 

Response 

The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  change  the  number  of  vehicles  that  would  access 
the  Park  from  south  of  the  Park.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  decrease 
in  the  number  of  vehicles  that  would  park  south  of  the  Park,  as  documented  in  Tables  12,  13 
and  14  of  the  DEIR  (pp.  137-139).  Since  there  is  not  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial  increase  in 
traffic  volumes  or  pedestrians  within  the  Inner  Sunset  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project, 
pedestrian  conditions  in  the  neighborhood  would  remain  similar  to  Baseline  conditions. 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Traffic  Effects  in  the  Richmond  District 
Comment 

Our  city  is  a  transit-first  city  according  to  our  charter.  We  should  be  making  every  effort  to 
reduce  dependence  on  personal  automobiles  and  increase  use  of  our  feet,  bicycles,  and  buses. 
That  being  said,  as  a  resident  of  the  Richmond  district,  I  dread  the  increase  in  traffic  that  the 
park  "improvements"  will  be  bringing  to  my  neighborhood  and  the  park.    (Susan  Vaughan) 

Response 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  116,  in  general,  parking  facilities  do  not  generate  traffic,  but 
accommodate  the  parking  demand  associated  with  other  nearby  projects.  Future  traffic 
volume  increases  on  Richmond  District  streets  would  primarily  be  a  result  of  the  New 
de Young  Museum  and  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Baseline  condition 
described  on  DEIR  p.  116.  With  Phase  I,  these  additional  traffic  volumes  may  shift  to  other 
streets.  Implementation  of  Phase  I  would  not  substantially  increase  traffic  volumes  in  the 
Richmond  District.  As  a  result  of  the  entrance  ramp  to  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking 
Facility,  traffic  that  currently  uses  Tenth  Avenue  to  enter  and  exit  the  Park  would  shift  to 
Eighth  Avenue,  which  would  result  in  increases  in  traffic  volumes  along  Eighth  Avenue.  As 
shown  in  Tables  9,  10  and  11,  Phase  I,  the  intersection  operating  conditions  would  be  similar 
to  Baseline  conditions.  The  GGPCA  Projects  as  described  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description 
of  the  DEIR  and  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  28,  include  other  transportation  improvements 
related  to  pedestrian,  bicycle  and  transit  access  to  the  Park. 

Comment 

There  will  be  impacts  all  along  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets  as  well  as  along  8th,  9th,  and  10th 
Avenues  at  a  minimum.  Furthermore  the  studies  were  of  the  capacities  of  the  intersections  in 
isolation.  The  report  should  include  the  cumulative  impacts  on  a  drive  through  the  Park  or  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods.    (Ronald  Konopaski) 

Response 

The  DEIR  analyzed  the  impacts  of  the  traffic  conditions  along  Cabrillo  Street,  including  the 
intersections  with  Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  Tenth  Avenue  and  Eighth  Avenue.  Intersections 
along  Balboa  Street  or  other  streets  farther  north  of  the  Park  were  not  assessed,  as  effects  of 
project-related  vehicle  traffic  would  tend  to  disperse  at  a  greater  distance  from  the  Park.  The 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

effects  of  project-generated  traffic  would  be  reduced  at  intersections  along  Balboa  Street  and 
would  not  be  expected  to  have  substantial  adverse  impacts.  It  should  be  noted  that  although 
the  study  intersections  were  analyzed  as  individual  intersections,  the  effects  of  upstream  and 
downstream  conditions  were  accounted  for  in  the  analysis  through  the  Trip 
Distribution/Assignment  analysis  described  on  DEIR  pp.  117-118. 

Comment 

The  transportation  and  traffic  impacts  are  undoubtedly  the  most  significant  long  term  effects  of 
this  project,  yet  the  research  studies  and  data  presented  in  this  section  are  inadequate  and  the 
true  effects  are  largely  glossed  over.  The  8th  Ave.  &  Fulton  intersection  is  one  of  the  most 
highly  impacted  intersections,  yet  it  is  not  even  mentioned  in  the  "Traffic"  discussion. 
(Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

Response 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  131,  implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a 
significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Eighth/Fulton  under  Baseline  plus  Phase  I  conditions 
and  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  Mitigation  measures  were  identified  for  Baseline  and 
2015  Cumulative  conditions  that  would  improve  intersection  operating  conditions  to  acceptable 
levels  (see  DEIR  pp.  193-197). 

Fulton/Stanyan  Conditions 
Comment 

The  draft  EIR  is  inadequate  because  it  fails  to  meaningfully  address  the  transportation  and 
traffic  impacts  on  the  North  side  of  the  Park.  Although  I  support  the  parking  garage  and  other 
improvements  in  Phase  I,  the  most-heavily  impacted  bottleneck  identified  in  the  traffic  analysis 
is  several  blocks  away,  at  the  corner  of  Stanyan  and  Fulton.  Additional  measures  for 
mitigating  traffic  and  surface  impacts  at  this  corner  must  be  included  in  the  final  EIR. 

Further  degradation  of  LOS  impacts  due  to  the  increased  traffic  to  the  garage  will  create 
hazardous  conditions  for  emergency  vehicles  approaching  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  Elimination  of 
thru  traffic  routes,  parking,  and  the  approaches  to  the  Concourse  within  the  Park,  will  increase 
congestion  at  this  very  important  intersection. 

Further  analysis  is  required  to  study  restriping,  widening,  signal  alterations,  removal  of 
parking  lanes,  and  other  measures  to  ease  the  flow  of  traffic,  specifically  the  left-turning 
traffic  approaching  Fulton  from  the  South  on  Stanyan.    (Kirk  Scott) 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  _   FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-163  — — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Response 

Traffic  impacts  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanyan  are  addressed  in  the  DEIR  tables  and  on 
pp.  105-109.  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  DEIR  p.  199  includes  Mitigation  Measure  15 
for  the  Fulton/Stanyan  intersection  to  improve  traffic  flow  through  the  intersection.  These 
measures  include  extending  the  cycle  length  of  the  signal,  reassigning  the  amount  of  green 
time  provided  to  the  four  approaches,  restricting  left  turns  from  Fulton  Street,  and  restriping 
southbound  Stanyan  Street.  These  measures  would  improve  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  to 
which  the  Project  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution,  to  an  acceptable 
level  of  service. 

Comment 

In  order  to  reduce  the  impact  of  congestion  on  Muni  the  Sierra  Club  suggests  consideration  of 
a  round-about  at  Fulton  and  Stanyan.  The  design  of  this  round-about,  near  the  Park,  should 
consider  pathways  to  reduce  the  interference  of  auto  traffic  on  pedestrians  and  bicyclists. 
(Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

A  roundabout  at  the  Fulton/Stanyan  intersection  to  accommodate  existing  and  2015 
Cumulative  traffic  levels  would  require  an  area  that  is  substantially  greater  than  the  existing 
right-of-way  and  would  require  acquisition  of  Park  land  or  other  property.  An  additional 
consideration  is  the  six  to  nine  percent  upgrade  on  the  southern  leg  of  Stanyan  Street  which 
crests  at  Fulton  Street,  which  would  limit  visibility  and  result  in  sight  distance  concerns.  It 
may  not  be  feasible  for  Muni  trolley  coaches  to  operate  around  the  roundabout  without 
extensive  overhead  wiring  changes.  While  such  a  roundabout  would  slow  vehicle  traffic,  the 
change  would  not  be  likely  to  improve  overall  traffic  conditions  at  the  intersection. 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Conditions  in  the  Park 

Pedestrian  and  Bicyclist  Safety 
Comments 

Planners  have  forgotten  to  provide  for  bicycle  facilities  and  traffic  calming.  In  general,  the 
EIR  prioritizes  reducing  auto  delay  over  safety  and  comfort  of  bicyclists  and  pedestrians 
within  the  park.    (Patrick  Myall) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Proposed  Bicycle  Facilities/Traffic  Calming  Ignored   (Patrick  Barron) 

As  a  frequent  park  user,  I  truly  hope  that  you  take  my  concerns  into  consideration.  Traffic  in 
the  park  is  already  at  a  high  level.  I  don't  feel  safe  riding  my  bike  in  certain  areas,  and  some 
of  the  intersections  are  downright  dangerous  for  pedestrians  and  cyclists.  I've  noticed  many 
cars  don't  obey  stop  signs  in  the  Park,  even  though  there  are  kids  and  elderly  persons  around. 
I  don't  want  a  park  where  I  have  to  dodge  cars.  If  traffic  increases,  accidents  will  too. 
(Julian  Fisher) 

The  Concourse  Authority  is  currently  studying  various  traffic  calming  and  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  improvements  within  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  required  by  Section  8  of  Proposition  J. 
DPT  recommends  that  a  discussion  of  these  proposals  be  included  in  the  GGP  Concourse  EIR. 
(Jerry  Robbins,  Traffic  Engineering  Division,  San  Francisco  DPT) 

On  page  144,  when  parking  is  removed  care  must  be  taken  to  provide  traffic  calming  measures 
to  ensure  that  the  resultant  wider  roadways  do  not  increase  speeding  to  the  detriment  of 
pedestrian  safety.    (Howard  Strassner) 

Speed  limit  reductions  in  Golden  Gate  Park  are  mentioned  in  the  DEIR,  but  not  identified  as  to 
location;  nor  is  the  amount  of  speed  limit  reduction  identified,  nor  the  mechanism  of  reduction 
(i.e.,  bulb-outs,  center  islands,  etc).  (Pinky  Kushner) 

Several  Specific  goals  of  the  Traffic  Calming  Program  and  the  GGP  Bicycle  Plan  have  been 
ignored  by  the  authors  of  the  DEIR  specifically  proposed  bulbouts  at  Intersections  along  JFK, 
proposed  new  bike  lanes,  and  other  traffic  calming  projects.  The  DEIR  proposes  widening 
roads  (removing  parking  and  installing  dedicated  turn  lanes)  on  8th  Ave.  and  Middle  Dr.  East 
(at  JFK)  to  mitigate  degradation  of  LOS  due  to  garage  impacts.  No  consideration  has  been 
given  to  the  safety  impacts  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  by  installing  another  lane  of  traffic, 
especially  at  8th  Ave/JFK  Intersection,  which  is  already  dangerous  to  non-motorized  users. 
(Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

As  a  pedestrian,  bike  rider,  and  public  transportation  user,  I  dread  the  increased  competitive— 
and  increased  danger— that  I  will  face  from  this  increased  traffic.  Something  must  be  done  to 
mitigate  the  traffic  problems  this  project  is  going  to  create  -  for  the  neighborhood,  at  least,  if 
not  the  planet.    (Susan  Vaughan) 

Proposed  Bicycle  Facilities/Traffic  Calming  Ignored  (DEIR  Pages:  S-20,  S-24) 
Several  specific  goals  of  the  Traffic  Calming  Program  and  the  GGP  Bicycle  Plan  have  been 
ignored  by  the  authors  of  the  DEIR,  specifically  proposed  bulbouts  at  intersections  along  JFK, 
proposed  new  bike  lanes,  and  other  traffic  calming  projects.  The  DEIR  proposes  widening 
roads  (removing  parking  and  installing  dedicated  turn  lanes)  on  8th  Ave.  and  Middle  Dr.  East 
(at  JFK)  to  mitigate  degradation  of  LOS  due  to  garage  impacts.  No  consideration  has  been 
given  to  the  safety  impacts  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  by  installing  another  lane  of  traffic, 
especially  at  8th  Avenue/JFK  intersection,  which  is  already  dangerous  to  non-motorized  users. 
In  general,  the  DEIR  prioritizes  reducing  auto  delay  over  safety  and  comfort  to  bicyclists  and 
pedestrians  within  the  park.  (Geoff  Jones) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

PAGE  26,  PROJECT  SCHEDULE  -  "Parking  management  measures  began  in  April  of  2002, 
traffic  calming  measures  are  anticipated  to  occur  from  summer  2002  to  2003,  and  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  improvements,  as  well  as  road  closures,  are  anticipated  to  occur  in  summer  2003." 

ERROR:  Do  workshop  and  consultant  reports  constitute  actions?  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

PEDESTRIAN  IMPROVEMENTS  NOT  ADEQUATE 

•  Due  to  the  project  increasing  traffic  in  the  area,  additional  improvements  for 
pedestrians  need  to  be  included  with  the  project. 

•  It  should  be  required  that  crosswalks  across  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  drives  be  raised 
to  sidewalk  level  in  order  to  increase  visibility  and  to  calm  traffic 

•  The  road  around  the  Music  Concourse  should  be  moved  away  from  the  Concourse 
bowl  in  order  to  reduce  noise  and  other  effects  of  traffic. 

•  Landscaping  should  exist  between  road  and  Concourse  bowl  to  reduce  noise  and  visual, 
distraction  of  moving  automobiles. 

•  Making  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  20'  wide  roads,  even  with  part  of  it 
being  a  bicycle  lane,  is  too  wide  and  would  encourage  fast  moving  traffic.  The  road 
should  be  separated  from  the  bicycle  lane  by  a  small  physical  separation  (such  as  a  3" 
high  rounded  curb)  that  makes  the  traffic  lane  appear  to  be  small  yet  can  be  driven  over 
in  case  of  emergency. 

•  Should  not  allow  North/South  through  traffic  except  for  emergency  vehicles  and  Muni 
to  reduce  traffic  around  the  Concourse. 

•  The  radii  of  the  corner  of  the  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  MLK  intersection  should  be 
reduced  to  calm  traffic  as  is  being  proposed  for  the  Academy  and  MLK  intersection. 
(Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 


The  DEIR  should  consider  proposed  bulbouts  at  intersections  along  JFK,  proposed  new  bike 
lanes,  and  other  traffic  calming  projects.  The  DEIR  proposes  widening  roads  (removing 
parking  and  installing  dedicated  turn  lanes)  on  8th  Ave.  and  Middle  Dr.  East  (at  JFK)  to 
mitigate  degradation  of  LOS  due  to  garage  impacts.  No  consideration  has  been  given  to  the 
safety  impacts  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  by  installing  another  lane  of  traffic,  especially  at 
8th  Ave/  JFK  intersection,  which  is  already  dangerous  to  non-motorized  users.  There  has  been 
at  least  one  traffic  fatality  in  recent  years  at  this  location.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director, 
San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Tea  Garden  Drive  and  the  road  across  from  it  in  front  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  will  be 
narrower,  with  less  asphalt  as  well,  but  with  safer  pedestrian  drop-off.  Currently,  the  area  in 
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front  of  the  concourse  entrance  to  the  Academy  of  Sciences  is  very  unsafe,  as  children  exiting 
buses  and  cars  can  easily  run  in  front  of  traffic.    (Ann  Lanzerotti,  M.D.) 

The  DEIR  proposes  widening  roads  (removing  parking  and  installing  dedicated  turn  lanes)  on 
8th  Ave.  and  Middle  Dr.  East  (at  JFK)  to  mitigate  degradation  of  LOS  due  to  garage  impacts. 
No  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  safety  impacts  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  by 
installing  another  lane  of  traffic,  especially  at  8th  Ave/  JFK  intersection,  which  is  already 
dangerous  to  non-motorized  users.  In  general,  the  DEIR  prioritizes  reducing  auto  delay  over 
safety  and  comfort  of  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  within  the  park.    (Jennifer  Fox) 

I  am  writing  to  voice  my  concern  on  the  impacts  that  the  new  parking  garage  in  Golden  Gate 
Park  will  have  on  pedestrians  and  cyclists.  Bicycle  and  pedestrian  pathways  have  not  been 
adequately  provided    (Patrick  Myall) 

Any  proposal  to  have  pedestrians,  bicycling,  skaters  etc.  enter  the  Music  Concourse  through  a 
parking  garage  degrades  the  park  experience  and  is  inappropriate  mitigation.  (Haight 
Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

Golden  Gate  Park  represents  a  serious  safety  impact  for  bicyclists  and  pedestrians.  Mitigation 
for  the  safety  impact  is  not  included  in  this  DEIR.  Several  specific  goals  of  other  concourse 
authority  projects,  such  as  the  traffic  calming  program  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  bicycle  plan, 
have  been  included  in  the  DEIR,  specifically  a  bulbed-out  median,  proposed  new  bike  lanes 
and  other  traffic  calming  projects.  The  DEIR  proposes  widening  roads  by  removing  parking 
on  Middle  Drive  east  to  mitigate  the  degradation  of  LOS.  No  consideration  has  been  given  to 
the  safety  impacts  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  by  installing  another  lane  of  traffic.  (Joshua 
Hart) 

...danger  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  (there  is  no  safe  place  in  S.F.  including  GG  Park). 
(Susan  Witka) 

I  am  concerned  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  planned  art  museum  and 
garage  in  Golden  Gate  Park  does  not  adequately  reflect  the  terrible  impact  that  the  project,  as 
planned,  would  have  on  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  in  the  park.    (Sherry  Boschert) 

Pedestrian  issues  are  mentioned  in  scattered  areas  in  the  DEIR  but  there  is  no  comprehensive 
study  of  Pedestrian  issues.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

As  a  bicyclist,  roller  skater  and  pedestrian  who  frequently  visits  Golden  Gate  Park,  I  have 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  Projects.  Aside  from  some  additional  landscaping  and  the  planned  removal  of  some 
pavement  and  on  street  parking,  I  can  find  very  few  elements  of  the  plan  that  would  directly 
enhance  the  overall  accessibility  or  pedestrian  experience  of  the  Park  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Concourse.  It  would  appear  to  me  that  by  all  accounts  the  re-concentration  of  so  many  vehicles 
once  dispersed  and  the  destruction  of  pedestrian  tunnels  will  make  it  more  difficult  for 
everyone  but  a  motorist  to  reach  the  Concourse  "pedestrian  oasis"  area  via  the  Fulton  side. 
(J.K.  Keck) 
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In  general,  the  DEIR  prioritizes  reducing  auto  delay  over  safety  and  comfort  of  bicyclists  and 
pedestrians  within  the  park.  This  is  a  dangerous  prioritization  which  has  led  to  existing  unsafe 
conditions  around  San  Francisco.  Consider  the  Intersection  of  Fell  and  Masonic.  At  this  point 
an  east-west  path  through  the  panhandle  crosses  Masonic  and  several  unsuspecting  bicyclists 
and  pedestrians  have  been  hit  by  left-turning  cars  from  Fell  Street  to  Masonic  Street  While  a 
perfectly  safe  solution  lies  in  the  installation  of  a  bike  and  pedestrian  only  signal  phase, 
whereby  cars  on  Fell  Street  would  receive  a  no-left  turn  red  arrow  and  the  movements  of  trail 
users  would  be  protected,  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  responds  that  such 
improvements  are  not  practical  because  they  will  slow  car  traffic.  Particularly  within  Golden 
Gate  Park,  the  primary  recreational  destination  for  San  Francisco  residents,  we  should 
prioritize  safe  movements  of  non-motorized  travelers  over  rapid  traffic  flow  for  automobiles. 
(Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

Bike/Pedestrian  Pathways  Have  Been  Forgotten  (Golden  Gate  is  a  park,  not  a  parking  lot) 
(Patrick  Barron) 

The  project  reduces  pedestrian  access  to  and  through  the  Concourse  and  creates  dangerous 
conditions  for  pedestrians.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  pedestrian  improvements  described  on  DEIR  p.  23  and  pp.  144- 
145,  the  GGPCA  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  are  continuing  planning  for 
Concourse  pedestrian  and  bicycle  route  improvements.  The  conceptual  plans  include 
pedestrian  and  multi-use  pathways  serving  the  Concourse  on  existing  routes,  and  enhanced 
routes  near  the  under-construction  New  de Young  Museum,  the  proposed  new  Academy,  and 
west  of  the  Temple  of  Music.  Figure  C&R-3,  below  illustrates  this  conceptual  pedestrian 
plan,  which  is  subject  to  ongoing  refinement.  The  conceptual  plan  would  be  consistent  with 
DEIR  conclusions  regarding  future  pedestrian  conditions,  described  on  DEIR  pp.  144-145. 

As  part  of  the  Transportation  Implementation  Plan  (TIP),  the  GGPCA  would  work  with  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  implement  improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Master  Plan  listed  on  DEIR  pp.  21-24.  Additional  improvements  not  identified  in  the 
Master  Plan  would  also  be  included  in  the  TIP  that  would  serve  to  improve  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  access  and  circulation  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse.  In  addition,  the  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility  would  include  secure  bicycle  parking  spaces  on  the  first  level  of 
the  garage,  near  the  pedestrian  entrances  from  the  Music  Concourse. 
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GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
FIGURE  C&R-3:  PEDESTRIAN  NETWORK  -  CONCEPTUAL  PLAN 
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The  GGPCA  is  continuing  with  plans  for  traffic  calming  activities.  As  part  of  the  TIP,  BMS 
Design  Group  has  prepared  a  draft  JFK  Drive  Traffic  Calming  Concept.1  That  draft  plan 
includes  the  following  major  elements  for  Kennedy  Drive  from  Kezar  Drive  to  Crossover 
Drive: 

•  Create  a  "gateway"  to  the  entrance  to  the  park  and  traffic  calming  "thresholds"  related 
to  the  "landscape  rooms"  along  the  corridor,  major  pedestrian  crossing  points,  and 
vehicular  intersections. 

•  Immediately  slow  traffic  as  it  enters  the  park  at  Kezar  Drive  to  a  maximum  of  15  mph. 

•  Hold  vehicular  traffic  at  a  maximum  speed  of  15  mph  over  the  length  of  the  corridor. 

•  Improve  safety  for  pedestrians  crossing  Kennedy  Drive  at  major  crossing  points. 

•  Improve  safety  and  recreational  opportunities  for  bicyclists  of  all  skill  levels  over  the 
length  of  the  corridor. 

•  Maintain  major  street  areas  for  unrestricted  recreational  activities  such  as  bicycling, 
skating,  dancing,  and  walking  on  days  when  Kennedy  Drive  is  closed  to  vehicular 
traffic. 

Specific  features  of  the  plan  would  include  the  following: 
Street  Width 

Throughout  the  entire  corridor,  the  typical  street  width  (curb-to-curb)  would  be  reduced  and 
reconfigured.  The  proposed  typical  cross  section  would  include  parking  on  each  side  (eight 
feet  wide  each);  striped,  Class  II  on-street  bike  lanes  on  each  side  (six  feet  wide  each);  and 
two-vehicle  travel  lanes  (11  feet  wide  each).  The  total  street  width  from  curb-to-curb  would  be 
approximately  50  feet,  which  would  be  six  feet  less  than  the  existing  street  width. 

At  specific  locations,  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  narrowed  further  by  the  removal  of  parking  on 
one  or  both  sides.  In  some  cases,  parking  would  only  be  removed  on  one  side  of  the  street. 
This  is  generally  to  improve  views  of  picturesque  features  of  the  park  or  to  provide  zones  for 
other  functional  requirements. 

On-street  bike  lanes  would  be  continuous  in  all  cases. 
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Off-Street  Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Paths 

Pedestrian  and  bicycle  paths  that  parallel  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  modified.  The  draft  plan 
recommends  that  the  path  on  the  north  side  be  widened  to  a  consistent  10-foot  width  for 
exclusive  pedestrian  use. 

On  the  south  side,  the  existing  multi-use  path  is  typically  8  to  10  feet  wide,  which  is  too 
narrow  for  shared  use  by  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  skaters,  children,  and  others.  This  path  would 
be  widened  to  10  to  12  feet  depending  upon  pedestrian  and  recreational  bicycle  volumes, 
location  of  important  existing  vegetation,  topographic  change,  or  other  factors. 

Gateways  and  Thresholds 

Along  the  length  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  corridor,  "thresholds"  would  be  created  that  are 
intended  to  reinforce  the  "rooms"  of  the  park  created  by  the  overall  forest  structure,  and  to 
define  specific  points  where  multiple  traffic-calming  measures  would  be  instituted. 

Generally,  these  gateway  locations  would  be  at  intersections  and  major  pedestrian  crossing 
points.  The  draft  plan  would  include  road  narrowing,  special  paving  or  medians  for  pedestrian 
crossings  or  traffic  separation,  tree  plantings  to  visually  narrow  the  roadway,  elimination  of 
parking  in  selected  areas,  and  new  stop  signs  in  some  locations: 

•  Entrance  to  the  Park  at  Kezar  Drive. 

•  Dahlia  Dell  Road 

•  intersection  of  Middle  Drive  East 

•  intersection  of  Conservatory  Drive  West 

•  pedestrian  crossing  at  Sixth  Avenue 

•  intersection  of  Eighth  Avenue 

•  major  pedestrian  crossing  at  Tenth  Avenue 

•  major  pedestrian  crossing  at  the  Rose  Garden 

•  intersection  at  Stow  Lake  Drive 

•  Pedestrian  Trail  Crossing  to  Stow  Lake 

•  Cross-Over/Transverse  Drive 
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The  draft  plan  also  includes  principles  for  the  location  of  parking  along  Kennedy  Drive: 

•  Provide  adequate  disabled  access  parking  and  temporary  drop-off  parking  to  serve  the 
Conservatory,  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  major  use  areas  along  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  Parking  should  be  located  in  areas  where  it  does  not  block  views. 

•  Parking  should  be  located  where  it  is  set  against  a  forest  backdrop  and  appears  to  "tuck 
in"  to  the  landscape. 

•  To  the  extent  possible,  parking  should  not  be  located  in  highly  visible  areas. 

•  Parking  should  not  be  located  at  intersections,  pedestrian  crossings,  and  other  traffic 
calming  thresholds  or  in  areas  where  functional  requirements,  such  as  service  access, 
pedestrian  drop-off,  or  turning  movements,  would  restrict  parking. 

As  noted  above,  traffic  calming  and  pedestrian  improvement  plans  for  the  Concourse  area  and 
the  Park  are  ongoing.  For  clarification,  DEIR  p.  26,  first  full  sentence  is  revised  as  follows: 

Parking  management  plans  began  in  April  2002.  Traffic  calming  and  bicycle 
and  pedestrian  improvement  measures  are  anticipated  to  be  planned  and  adopted 
in  2003  and  implemented  in  2003  and  2004. 

As  part  of  the  GGPCA  planning  process,  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  prepared  a  draft 
Golden  Gate  Park  Bicycle  Improvements  Study,  April  2003.  That  draft  study  recommends 
improvements  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park  for  convenience  and  safety.  In  the  Music 
Concourse  and  vicinity,  the  study  proposes  improvements  on  Kennedy  Drive,  King  Drive,  and 
the  Music  Concourse.  The  improvements  would  include  bicycle  lanes  descriptions;  signage; 
removal  of  parking;  and  two-way  bike  routes  around  the  Concourse  perimeter.  The  specific 
recommendations  for  the  Concourse  area  include  the  following: 

•  As  part  of  the  reconstruction  of  the  Concourse  area,  construct  a  Class  I 
bikeway,  with  two  identified  routing  alternatives: 

From  JFK,  along  south  and  east  side  of  Concourse  Dr.,  to  intersection 
of  MLK  and  Middle  Dr.  East. 

From  JFK,  along  east  side  of  Concourse  and  east  side  of  existing 
Morrison  Planetarium  crossing  Middle  Dr.  West  and  continuing  south  to 
the  west  of  the  Big  Rec  Ball  Field,  coming  out  near  intersection  of  MLK 
and  9th  Avenue. 

•  Stripe  bike  lanes  on  MLK  between  Concourse  and  9th  Ave.  by  removing  parking 
on  one  side  of  the  street. 
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•  Stripe  wide  bike  lanes  (6-8')  on  both  Tea  Garden  Dr.  and  Concourse  Dr. 

•  Provide  means  for  bicyclists  to  travel  both  directions  around  Concourse  Bowl, 
either  via  Contra  Flow  bike  lanes  or  adequate  multi-use  paths  in  the  interior  or 
exterior  of  the  Concourse  Bowl. 

•  Simplify  intersection  of  8th  Ave.  and  JFK  by  removing  asphalt,  lanes,  possible 
aligning  intersection  with  Concourse/Tea  Garden  Dr. 

•  Plan  for  attended  bicycle  parking  facility  in  Concourse  (per  Master  Plan  section 
5-5) 

The  GGPCA  will  continue  to  work  with  the  coalition  and  appropriate  city  agencies  to  review 
and  implement  study  recommendations  as  funding  becomes  available. 

Comments 

How  will  cyclists  and  pedestrians  connect  from  the  multi-use  pathway  along  JFK  to  the 
Concourse  area?  The  DEIR  doesn't  say.  This  needs  to  be  figured  out  now,  not  later.  (Sherry 
Boschert) 

No  mention  or  consideration  has  been  made  for  multi-use  paths  through  the  Concourse  area  to 
connect  with  the  existing  well-used  pathway  along  JFK.  Planning  the  alignment  of  the 
Concourse  pathway  network  needs  to  happen  at  the  DEIR  stage  to  ensure  that  the  new 
roadways  and  ramps  proposed  will  not  conflict  with  future  pathways.  The  current  planning  as 
expressed  in  the  DEIR  prioritizes  roadways  and  parking  lots.  The  alignment  of  new  pathways 
needs  to  be  identified  now  in  coordination  with  this  DEIR,  so  as  not  to  be  precluded  by  other 
decisions.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

My  first  objection  is  that  Bike  /  Pedestrian  Pathways  Have  Been  Forgotten.  No  mention  or 
consideration  has  been  made  for  multi-use  paths  through  the  Concourse  area  to  connect  with 
the  existing  pathway  along  JFK.  Planning  the  alignment  of  the  Concourse  pathway  network 
needs  to  happen  at  the  DEIR  stage  to  ensure  that  the  new  roadways  and  ramps  proposed  will 
not  conflict  with  future  pathways.  The  current  planning  in  the  Concourse  prioritizes  roadways 
and  parking  lots.  The  alignment  of  new  pathways  needs  to  be  identified  now  in  coordination 
with  this  DEIR  and  not  after  all  else  has  been  decided.  (Geoff  Jones) 

No  mention  or  considerations  has  been  made  for  multi-use  paths  through  the  Concourse  area 
to  connect  with  the  existing  pathway  along  JFK.  Planning  the  alignment  of  the  Concourse 
pathway  network  needs  to  happen  at  the  DEIR  stage  to  ensure  that  the  new  roadways  and 
ramps  proposed  will  not  conflict  with  future  pathways.  The  current  planning  in  the  Concourse 
prioritize  roadways  and  parking  lots.  We  suggest  that  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  receive  equal 
weight  in  planning  for  circulation  through  the  concourse.  The  alignment  of  new  pathways 
needs  to  be  identified  now  in  coordination  with  this  DEIR  and  not  after  all  else  has  been 
decided.    (Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 
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Response 

Pedestrian  impacts  were  assessed  for  the  Baseline  plus  Project  scenario  (DEIRpp.  144-145), 
which  qualitatively  assessed  pedestrian  conditions  with  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects, 
including  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  implementation  of  the  TIP,  and  concluded  that 
the  Projects  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  pedestrian  conditions. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  surface  transportation  improvements  in  the  Music 
Concourse  area  to  calm  traffic  and  to  enhance  the  pedestrian  and  bicyclist  environment. 
Among  the  surface  improvements  that  would  enhance  pedestrian  conditions  are  elimination  of 
surface  parking  in  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  those  spaces; 
narrowing  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  to  provide  one  travel  lane  and  an  adjacent 
bicycle  lane,  which  would  result  in  reduced  speeds  along  these  roadways;  provision  of 
crosswalks  with  contrasting  patterns  from  the  rest  of  the  roadway;  and  reconstruction  of 
pedestrian  tunnels  under  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive. 

Comment 

Greater  levels  of  auto  traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park  represent  a  serious  safety  and  environmental 
impact  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians.  Also,  800  parking  spaces  removed  should  be  considered 
a  minimum,  not  a  concrete  number.  Removing  more  than  800  spaces,  especially  in  the 
western  end  of  the  park,  would  not  affect  parking  availability,  but  could  allow  for  significant 
bicycle,  pedestrian,  and  traffic  calming  safety  improvements.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive 
Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

Comment  noted.  However,  implementation  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the 
corresponding  elimination  of  on-street  parking  throughout  the  park  would  result  in  a  decrease 
in  the  total  number  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  eastern  portion  of  the  park.  See 
responses  on  C&R  pp.  134  and  185. 

Comment 

DEIR,  PAGE  113,  "At  the  intersection  of  Kennedy  /Tea  Garden  and  Academy,  and 
Kennedy/S*11  Avenue,  however,  the  configuration  of  the  intersections  result  in  the  potential 
conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  vehicles." 
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Per  the  GGPCPA  TRANSPORTATION  REPORT  2001.91  IE  with  the  removal  of  10th  as  a 
point  of  entry  to  the  Park,  traffic  on  8th  Ave  and  JFK  will  increase  by  59%  on  Saturdays  Peak 
and  by  84%  weekday  Peak. 

As  there  are  no  mitigations  proposed  for  improvements  to  this  intersection,  a  significant 
impact  to  pedestrian  safety  must  be  expected  from  the  Phase  I  Garage. 

Figure  16.  implies  that  there  will  be  no  pedestrian  right  of  ways  forcing  pedestrians  into  auto 
right  of  ways.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

With  the  proposed  project,  Tenth  Avenue  would  be  closed  for  vehicular  access  to  and  from  the 
Park  and  all  vehicles  would  be  rerouted  to  Eighth  Avenue.  As  a  result,  traffic  volumes  on 
Eighth  Avenue  between  Fulton  Street  and  Kennedy  Drive  would  increase.  However,  there 
would  be  a  decrease  in  traffic  volumes  along  Kennedy  Drive  due  to  the  elimination  of  on-street 
parking  along  the  street  and  within  the  Music  Concourse.  At  the  intersection  of 
Eighth/Kennedy,  traffic  volumes  would  increase  by  15  percent  during  the  weekday  PM  peak 
hour  and  would  decrease  by  2  percent  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  as  compared  to 
Baseline  Conditions. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Pedestrian,  Bicycle  and  Traffic  Calming  Study  identifies  changes  to 
Kennedy  Drive  that  would  improve  pedestrian  conditions  at  the  Eighth  Avenue/Kennedy  Drive 
location.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  includes  improvements  to  pedestrian  circulation 
within  the  Music  Concourse  area,  as  described  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168  above. 

Figure  16,  View  Southwest  From  Tea  Garden  Drive  near  Kennedy  Drive  With  Phase  I,  DEIR 
p.  53,  is  a  visual  simulation,  which  as  stated  on  DEIR  p.  57,  was  "prepared  relatively  early  in 
the  design  process,  and,  therefore  does  not  include  all  architectural  detailing  and  landscape 
features  that  would  be  incorporated  in  the  project."  Figure  16  does  not  illustrate  all  future 
pedestrian  paths.  Figure  C&R-3  above,  for  example,  includes  potential  pathways  on  both 
sides  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  south  of  Kennedy  Drive.  Detailed  design  for  the  pedestrian  system 
is  expected  to  continue  through  2003. 
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Comment 

JFK  Drive  at  8th  Avenue  and  Academy  Drive  at  the  intersection  with  MLK  Drive  will  be 
much  more  hazardous  for  pedestrians.  On  JFK  Drive,  pedestrians  will  have  to  cross  7  lanes  of 
traffic  and  combat  an  intersection  that  will  represent  the  only  north-south  through- street  in  this 
area  of  the  Park.  On  Academy  Drive,  one  traffic  lane  will  become  3  lanes,  with  cross  traffic 
coming  from  two  sources,  the  garage  and  Academy  Drive.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

See  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168  for  discussion  of  pedestrian  improvements  along  Kennedy 
Drive.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse,  Kennedy  Drive  has  four  travel  lanes  (two 
eastbound  through  lanes  and  two  westbound  through  lanes)  plus  alternating  left-turn  pockets. 
With  the  proposed  project,  no  changes  are  proposed  to  the  number  of  lanes  on  Kennedy  Drive. 
On  Eighth  Avenue,  however,  the  new  left-turn  pockets  would  need  to  be  created  for  both  the 
northbound  and  southbound  directions  to  accommodate  the  future  traffic  volumes.  At  the 
intersection,  the  overall  street  right-of-way  would  not  increase. 

With  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  section  of  Academy  Drive  between  King 
Drive  and  the  entrance  ramp  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  converted  from 
one  northbound  travel  lane  (it  should  be  noted  that  this  lane  is  relatively  wide  and  sometimes 
accommodates  two  lanes  of  traffic)  to  one  northbound  and  one  southbound  lane,  the  corner 
radius  at  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  would  be  reduced  to  reduce  travel  speeds  of 
vehicles  making  the  turn,  and  the  overall  roadway  width  would  be  narrowed.  Pedestrians 
would  be  able  to  cross  Academy  Drive  at  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  and  at  raised 
crosswalks  along  Academy  Drive.  These  improvements  on  Music  Concourse  roadways,  along 
with  the  reduction  in  traffic  volumes  due  to  the  elimination  of  parking  within  the  Music 
Concourse,  would  reduce  the  distance  pedestrians  would  need  to  cross  Academy  Drive  and 
enhance  and  facilitate  pedestrian  circulation  in  the  Music  Concourse  area.  In  addition,  the 
currently  uncontrolled  intersection  of  King/Academy  would  be  converted  into  all-way  STOP 
controlled  intersection,  which  would  facilitate  pedestrian  crossing  at  this  intersection. 

Comment 

DEIR  PAGE  144  —  "In  general,  pedestrians  would  benefit  from  most  elements  of  the  TIP, 
which  are  intended  to  create  a  pedestrian  oasis  in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  while  reducing 
the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park. " 
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ERROR:  Note  previous  discussion  on  PEDESTRIAN  IMPACTS.  In  general  pedestrians 
would  not  benefit  from  this  plan.  Pedestrian  Oasis  is  not  defined  anywhere  within  this 
document,  and  there  is  no  reduction  in  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Response 

Under  Phase  I,  traffic  volumes  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  would  be  reduced  by  about 
75  vehicles  (7  percent)  from  Baseline  conditions  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  and 
reduced  by  about  200  vehicles  (20  percent)  from  Baseline  conditions  during  the  Saturday 
midday  peak  hour.  This  reduction  in  vehicles  within  the  Music  Concourse  would  benefit 
pedestrian  conditions. 

In  addition,  Phase  I  would  result  in  the  reduction  of  vehicles  on  surface  streets  within  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  Park.  As  compared  to  Baseline  conditions,  there  would  be  a  net 
decrease  of  approximately  250  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  Park  on  surface  roadways 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  a  net  decrease  of  approximately  350  vehicles  entering  and 
exiting  the  Park  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  a  net  decrease  of  approximately 
100  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  Park  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour.  (This  would 
primarily  result  from  the  access  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  from  Tenth 
Avenue/Fulton  Street.) 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168. 
Comment 

The  Final  EIR  must  find  that  with  the  Phase  I  garage,  there  will  be  a  significant  negative 
impact  to  pedestrian  right  of  ways  to  and  through  the  Concourse  and  Park.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  include  improvements  to  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways  as  discussed  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168.  The  effect  of  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects  would  be  to  reduce  traffic  volumes  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive,  narrow 
traffic  lanes  per  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  reduce  traffic  speeds,  provide  bicycle 
lanes  or  multi-use  paths  and  signage,  improve  pedestrian  facilities  in  the  Music  Concourse, 
and  enhance  pedestrian  crossing  across  the  Music  Concourse  roadways.  As  such,  the 
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proposed  Projects  would  improve  pedestrian  conditions  in  the  Music  Concourse,  and  would 
not  result  in  significant  impacts  to  pedestrians  or  pedestrian  right  of  ways. 

Comment 

Please  explain  in  much  more  detail  how  the  increased  traffic  along  MLK  will  be  mitigated? 
{Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

Response 

With  Phase  I,  there  would  be  a  minor  increase  in  traffic  volumes  along  King  Drive  above 
Baseline  conditions.  With  these  increases,  the  study  intersections  would  continue  to  operate 
with  acceptable  conditions  during  the  three  analysis  periods.  As  such,  no  mitigation  measures 
would  be  required.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  as  part  of  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects,  improvements  along  several  of  the  Park  roadways  (including  along  King  Drive) 
would  be  implemented,  including  enhanced  pedestrian  crossing  signs  and  crosswalks  and  the 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  to  improve  pedestrian  and  bicyclist  safety,  as  discussed  in  the 
previous  response  on  C&R  p.  177. 

Pedestrian  Tunnels  and  Pathways 
Comments 

Additionally,  though  not  discussed  but  evident  in  topographic  images  presented  by  the 
Concourse  Authority  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  pedestrian  pathways  will  be  removed  that 
lead  south  and  west  from  the  southeast  pedestrian  tunnel.  This  will  additionally  force 
pedestrians  to  cross  the  surface  roadways.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Automobile  traffic  is  already  bad  at  the  intersection  of  the  8th  Avenue  entrance,  JFK,  and  the 
Concourse.  Please  do  not  make  it  worse  by  eliminating  one,  and  renovating  the  other, 
pedestrian  tunnels.    (Eileen  Ellis) 

The  removal  of  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  leading  from  the  Concourse  bowl  will  destroy 
an  existing  right  of  way  forcing  pedestrians  to  cross  Concourse  Drive  and  heavy  cross-park 
traffic.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

This  pathway  through  the  garage  would  not  be  a  substitute  for  the  southwest  tunnel,  since  it 
does  not  separate  the  pedestrian  from  the  automobile.  It  makes  the  pedestrian  navigate  among 
the  moving  cars  in  the  garage  The  presence  of  stairs  to  reach  the  proposed  crosswalk  would 
mean  that  this  path  is  not  ADA  accessible.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 
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The  underground  pathway  establishes  a  pedestrian  link  between  two  park  features.  The 
proposed  alterations  would  appear  to  violate  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  1,2, 
and  5  and  would  diminish  the  integrity  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse.  The 
DEIR  claims  that  "existing  pedestrian  tunnels  ....  would  be  maintained"  and  the  pedestrian 
environment  would  be  "enhanced."  No  adequate  mitigation  is  proposed  for  the  loss  of  safe, 
direct,  grade-separated  pedestrian  access  that  has  existed  between  the  Shakespeare  Garden  and 
the  Concourse  Bowl  for  over  100  years,  and  is  a  central  element  of  late  19th  Century 
pedestrian  planning  in  the  Park.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Coalition) 

Removal  of  the  tunnel  would  force  pedestrians  to  cross  a  road  with  many  automobiles  crossing 
the  park  in  search  of  limited  free  parking.  Removal  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  should  therefore 
be  considered  unacceptable  in  the  DEIR. 

Proposition  J  states  that  the  project  is  "to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park"  yet 
the  elimination  of  a  pedestrian  tunnel  would  cause  automobiles  to  have  a  significant  negative 
impact  on  pedestrians.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

I  often  go  to  the  park,  and  I  use  the  tunnels  to  enter  and  to  leave  the  Concourse.  The  tunnels 
provide  a  safe  passage  into  the  Concourse  from  the  cars  and  buses  on  the  surface.  I  expect  that 
once  the  new  museums  are  built,  there  will  be  more  traffic,  and  the  tunnels  will  be  even  more 
important.    (Janice  Rothstein) 

The  three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels  are  overlooked  in  the  text  and  analysis  entirely.  Since 
their  construction  more  than  one  hundred  years  ago,  the  tunnels  have  provided  safe  passage 
under  the  roadways  for  generations  of  park  users  who  are  not  in  vehicles.  The  proposal  is  to 
demolish  two  of  the  tunnels  and  rebuild  them.  A  third  tunnel  (the  southwest  tunnel)  would  be 
demolished  and  not  rebuilt.  The  pedestrian  function  of  the  southwest  tunnel  would  be 
subsumed  within  the  parking  garage  and  would  exist  as  a  pedestrian  walkway  amid  the  parked 
cars.  Thus,  in  the  garage  there  would  be  a  safety-striped  walkway  amid  the  parked  cars, 
accessible  only  after  climbing  two  sets  of  stairs.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Response 

As  part  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  all  pedestrian  tunnel  routes  at  the  Music  Concourse 
would  be  maintained  and  integrated  into  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  As  discussed  on 
DEIR  p.  88,  and  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97  above,  the  two  easterly  tunnels  would  be 
maintained  in  their  current  location,  with  renovated  or  reconstructed  architectural  features,  and 
a  limited  change  in  profile  to  accommodate  code  requirements  as  the  walls  curve  down. 

The  project  proposed  in  the  DEIR  was  reconstruction  of  the  southwest  tunnel  as  a  pedestrian 
route  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  A  proposed  variant  would  close  the 
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pedestrian  tunnel  and  replace  it  with  a  surface  pedestrian  pathway.  At  the  April  8,  2003, 
GGPCA  meeting,  the  GGPCA  board  adopted  a  resolution  to  maintain  the  southwest  pedestrian 
tunnel  as  a  pathway  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  between  the  Music  Concourse 
and  the  Shakespeare  Garden  area  as  well  as  to  provide  a  surface  pedestrian  pathway.  With 
these  changes  pedestrians  would  continue  to  be  able  to  walk  under  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways  or  across  Academy  Drive. 

All  pedestrian  pathways  would  be  compliant  with  ADA  requirements. 

In  addition,  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  168  regarding  the  improvements  to  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  that  would  enhance  pedestrian  access  and  safety  in  the  Music  Concourse. 

Comment 

The  plans,  as  presented  for  the  secondary  auto  entrance,  reflect  a  significant  narrowing  of  the 
pedestrian  right  of  way  connecting  the  Concourse  with  MLK.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

Pedestrian  paths  would  be  provided  on  all  roadways  within  the  Music  Concourse,  including 
the  route  near  the  proposed  Academy  Drive  entrance  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and 
the  pedestrian  route  to  Kennedy  Drive  and  King  Drive.  The  pedestrian  path  near  the  Academy 
Drive  entrance  would  be  generally  the  same  dimensions  as  the  current  path. 

Bicycle  Lanes 
Comment 

Based  on  this  Draft  EIR,  on-street  bicycle  access  will  not  be  preserved  at  the  10th  Ave. 
entrance.  This  poses  a  significant  impact  to  the  numerous  bicyclists  who  currently  use  10th 
Ave  to  access  JFK.  If  access  is  eliminated  for  bicyclists,  bicyclists  will  be  forced  to  either  use 
8th  Ave,  a  significant  detour  which  is  projected  to  become  much  busier,  or  use  the  sidewalks 
on  10th  Ave.  which  will  pose  a  safety  hazard  to  pedestrians.  We  request  that  architects 
responsible  for  entrance  design  include  two  on-street  bike  lanes  on  either  side  of  the  garage 
entrance  ramp  to  preserve  bicycle  ingress  and  egress  at  this  location.    (Leah  Shahum, 
Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

With  construction  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  it  is  anticipated  that  access 
to  the  Park  from  Tenth  Avenue  to  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  maintained  for  pedestrians  on 
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either  side  of  the  entry  ramp.  A  separate  bicycle  path  would  be  accommodated  on  either  or 
both  sides  of  the  ramp. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  claims  that  "in  general,  bicycle  conditions  are  acceptable  throughout  the  Park  and 
on  nearby  streets.  Most  of  the  streets  have  sufficient  right-of-way  to  allow  bicyclists  and 
vehicles  to  share  the  roadway."  Both  of  these  statements  are  blatantly  incorrect.  The  SFBC 
has  received  numerous  comments  about  the  unacceptable  nature  of  bicycle  routes  through  and 
surrounding  the  Park.  There  are  many  dangerous  and  unacceptable  conditions  for  bicycling  in 
and  around  the  Park,  from  fast,  heavy  park  traffic  that  scares  parents  with  children  out  of 
bicycling  in  the  park,  sprinklers  which  soak  bicyclists  and  pedestrians,  gaping  potholes,  to 
unsignalized  intersections  where  non-motorized  traffic  must  depend  on  the  politeness  of 
drivers  simply  to  cross  major  arterials 

Most  Park  roadways  do  not  have  adequate  right-of-way  to  allow  bikes  and  cars  to  safely  share 
roadways,  resulting  in  serious  conflicts  between  drivers  and  bicyclists.  These  roads  with 
limited  rights-of-way  include  much  of  Martin  Luther  King  Dr.,  JFK  Dr.,  Stow  Lake  Dr., 
Cross  Over  Dr.,  Transverse  Dr.,  Chain  of  Lakes  Dr.,  Middle  Dr.  East,  and  Bowling  Green 
Drive-in  fact  the  majority  of  Park  roadways.  By  any  standard,  Golden  Gate  Park  has  much 
room  for  improvement  when  it  comes  to  accommodating  bicycle  traffic.    (Leah  Shahum, 
Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  outlined  a  number  of  pedestrian  and  bicyclist 
improvements  that  would  reduce  the  conflicts  identified  by  the  commentor.  The  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  is  responsible  for  implementation  of  these  improvements.  As  part  of  the 
proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  the  elimination  of  parking  spaces  along  narrow  roadways  would 
provide  additional  area  for  bicyclists.  In  addition,  safety  improvements  at  intersections  and 
crosswalks  would  also  facilitate  bicycle  travel  in  the  Park.  See  also  Response  on  C&R  p.  168 
regarding  traffic  calming  planning  for  Kennedy  Drive. 

Bicycle  conditions  are  acceptable  throughout  the  Park  and  on  nearby  streets;  however,  to 
improve  bicycle  conditions,  as  part  of  the  TIP,  the  Concourse  Authority  funded  a  study  by  San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  to  identify  and  describe  bicycle  improvements  in  the  Park.  This 
Bicycle  Improvement  Study  was  submitted  to  the  Authority  and  was  presented  in  public 
meetings  in  February  2003.  The  GGPCA  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Coalition  and 
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appropriate  city  agencies  to  review  and  implement  study  recommendations  as  funding  becomes 
available. 

Comments 

It  is  not  fair  for  the  DEIR  to  say  that  there  will  be  MUNI  improvement  as  mitigation  for  the 
garage  traffic,  because  no  real  MUNI  improvements  are  identified.  The  proposed  "reversible 
transit  lanes"  on  MLK  Drive  would  actually  make  things  worse  for  bicyclists  because  no  bike 
lanes  would  be  built  there.  (I  ride  that  road  often  -  it  really  needs  bike  lanes!  There  are  so 
many  cars,  it's  scary!)    (Sherry  Boschert) 

The  proposed  "reversible  transit  lane"  on  MLK  would  pre-empt  bike  lanes  from  being 
installed,  which  is  much  needed  to  improve  bicycle  safety.  (Leah  Shahum,  Executive 
Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

The  items  listed  in  the  DEIR  p.  195  are  measures  to  improve  transit  operations  in  and  around 
the  Park  and  are  not  mitigation  measures.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  195,  additional 
transportation  analysis  and  engineering  studies  would  need  to  be  conducted  to  determine  if  a 
reversible  lane  could  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  right-of-way  while  providing  safe  traffic 
and  bicycle  access. 

Bicycle  Parking  Facilities 
Comment 

Page  146  -  The  plan  should  provide  a  discussion  on  how  cyclists  will  access  the  bicycle 
parking  within  the  parking  garage  and  mitigate  conflicts  between  auto  users.  There  should  be  a 
discussion  as  how  the  plan  will  be  specifically  designed  to  connect  or  minimize  impacts  to 
designated  bike  routes,  or  if  cyclists  will  be  prohibited  from  using  underground  tunnels  or 
roadways.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  indicated  in  the  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  146,  the  bicycle  parking  would  be  provided 
in  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility  adjacent  to  the  pedestrian  access  points,  which  would 
be  at  grade  with  the  Music  Concourse. 


Plans  for  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  and  connections  to  the  existing  bike  routes  are  still 
under  development.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  146,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  roadway  width  of 
Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  reduced  and  a  six-foot  bicycle  lane  would  be 
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provided.  In  addition,  bicycle  paths  would  be  provided  between  the  Music  Concourse  and 
Kennedy  Drive.  See  also  Response  on  C&R  p.  168  regarding  ongoing  planning  for  pedestrian 
and  bicycle  improvement  in  the  Concourse. 

The  following  is  added  as  the  sixth  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  146: 

Under  Phase  II.  bicyclists  would  be  able  to  use  the  connector  roadway  between 
the  Music  Concourse  roadways  and  Kennedy  Drive,  or  potentially  an  off-street 
bicycle  path.  However,  bicyclists  would  not  be  permitted  in  the  Underground 
Through  Street. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  as  new  fifth  sentence  in  DEIR,  p.  17,  second  paragraph: 

Bicyclists  and  pedestrians  would  not  be  permitted  in  the  Underground  Through 
Road. 

Parking  Effects 

Parking  Supply 
Comment 

DEIR  PAGE  1 12  "On  Saturdays,  Middle  Drive  West  between  King  Drive  and  Transverse 
Drive  is  closed,  which  reduces  the  parking  supply  to  about  2,430  (from  the  2,760  total  spaces 
west  of  Crossover)" 

ERROR:  Middle  Drive  West  is  closed  from  Metson  Road  to  Transverse  on  Saturdays  and 
represents  only  250  spaces,  not  330  as  the  center  section  is  permanently  closed.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces  affected  by  the  closure  of  Middle  Drive  West  on 
Saturdays  was  based  on  the  parking  supply  data  collected  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan.  The  number  of  spaces  included  closure  to  Metson  Road  rather  than  King  Drive  and 
does  not  include  the  permanently  closed  section. 

The  following  change  is  made  to  DEIR  p.  1 12,  second  paragraph: 

Within  the  Park  west  of  Crossover  Drive,  there  are  about  2,760  on-street  and  off-street 
parking  spaces  (excluding  the  Reforestation  Center).  On  Sundays,  Middle  Drive  West 
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between  King  Drive  Metson  Road  and  Transverse  is  closed,  which  reduces  the  parking 
supply  to  about  2,430  spaces. 

Comment 

Page  141  -  the  40  parking  spaces  fenced  off  Recreation  and  Park  property  for  the  Natural 
Areas  Program  should  be  excluded  from  the  Surface  Parking  count  on  the  east  end  of  the  park. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  40  parking  spaces  associated  with  the  Natural  Areas  Program  were  counted  as  part  of  the 
parking  survey  of  Golden  Gate  Park  in  the  summer  2001;  these  spaces  were  not  included  in 
the  count  of  existing  off-street  parking  spaces  for  the  EIR  analysis.  Only  off-street  lots  that 
are  available  for  public  parking  on  weekday  and  weekends  were  included,  including  the  Kezar 
Stadium,  McLaren  Lodge,  Stow  Lake,  Childrens  Playground  and  the  County  Fair  Building. 

The  40  parking  spaces  in  the  Reforestation  Center  are  dedicated  to  that  use  and  are  not 
available  for  general  park  visitor  use.  No  parking  demand  was  assigned  to  these  spaces. 

Comments 

Parking:  The  EIR  readily  dismisses  parking  as  an  issue  (pp.  114  and  115);  however,  parking 
availability  can  have  a  significant  impact  on  traffic  circulation.  Specifically,  cars  circling  on 
residential  streets  searching  for  free,  on-street  parking  will  increase  traffic  volume  and  noise. 
This  has  not  been  factored  into  the  EIR.  While  it  is  true  that  the  City's  transit  first  policy 
allows  the  City  to  approve  the  project  even  if  there  is  a  parking  shortfall,  that  does  not  mean 
there  should  be  no  attempt  to  offset  those  impacts.  (North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

Parking  Implications  -  This  area  of  the  EIR  also  clearly  needs  more  work.  While  it  is  true  that 
the  City's  transit  first  policy  allows  the  City  to  approve  the  project  even  if  there  is  a  parking 
shortfall,  that  does  not  mean  that  there  should  be  no  attempt  made  to  off-set  those  impacts.  It's 
painfully  clear  that  the  surrounding  neighborhoods  will  be  impacted  when  800  free  parking 
spaces  are  replaced  with  800  paid  parking  spaces.  The  competition  for  the  free  parking  in  the 
adjacent  neighborhoods  will  clearly  be  increased  but  the  only  improvement  measure  proposed 
by  the  project  is  a  program  to  direct  people  to  the  paid  garage  with  signage.  (Steven  C. 
Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

It  is  quite  clear  that  our  surrounding  neighborhood  will  be  impacted  when  800  free  parking 
spaces  in  the  park  are  replaced  with  800  paid  parking  spaces.  Parking  impacts  at  least  should 
have  been  addressed  in  the  EIR  and  were  not.  (North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  .  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-184  — — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  july  24  >  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Important  studies  remain  concerning  the  effects  of  removing  free  parking  in  the  Park  and 
replacing  them  with  paid  parking  in  the  garage.  (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President, 
Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

There  is  no  discussion  of  the  potential  impact  to  the  communities  surrounding  the  Museums  as 
a  result  of  the  removal  of  off-street  staff  parking  options  within  the  Park.  (Christopher 
Duderstadt) 

The  scope  and  studies  regarding  Phase  I  of  the  Projects  are  well  stated.  San  Francisco  EIR's 
do  not  devote  sufficient  energy  to  issues  of  parking,  and  it  is  particularly  true  in  this  instance 
as  to  the  surrounding  residential  areas.  (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the 
Richmond) 

Response 

The  proposed  project  would  remove  800  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Park  and  replace  them 
with  800  parking  spaces  in  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  It  is  possible  that  some  drivers 
may  avoid  parking  in  the  garage  and  instead  seek  free  parking  outside  the  Park  or  elsewhere  in 
the  Park.  For  a  conservative  analysis  of  the  impacts  associated  with  vehicles  destined  to  and 
from  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  it  was  assumed  that  the  garage  would  be  fully 
occupied  during  its  peak  periods.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  140,  if  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility  were  not  fully  occupied  during  the  peak  periods,  the  reduction  in  the  number  of 
vehicles  parked  outside  the  park  could  be  less,  and  the  parking  occupancies  would  approach 
the  levels  presented  for  the  Baseline  conditions.  With  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking 
Facility,  parking  occupancies  outside  the  park  would  be  reduced  about  4%  to  6%  below 
Baseline  conditions,  as  shown  in  Tables  12-14,  DEIR  pp.  137-139. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  parking  significance  criteria,  as  documented  on  pp.  114-115  in  the 
DEIR,  was  developed  by  the  Planning  Department  and  was  established  for  the  environmental 
assessment  of  all  projects  in  the  City. 

Comments 

In  summary,  there  is  no  doubt  that  there  will  be  some  level  of  parking  impacts,  the  problem 
with  the  DEIR  is  these  impacts  have  either  been  overlooked  or  they've  somehow  been  deemed 
acceptable  because  there  are  not  even  any  suggestions  for  addressing  them  or  mitigating  them 
in  any  way.  The  reports  make  a  very  low  estimate  of  the  problem  by  assuming  the  majority  of 
people  who  previously  parked  for  free  will  now  pay  for  parking,  take  transit  to  the  area,  or 
park  much  further  to  the  west  beyond  Crossover  Drive.  There  are  many  problems  with  this 
assumption  including  the  fact  that  many  of  the  motorists  are  already  parking  in  this  area  to 
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take  transit  to  other  destinations.  Many  motorists  will  also  circulate  around  a  fairly  wide  area 
for  quite  some  time  looking  for  free  parking  before  they  will  pay  for  parking.  It  is  also  likely 
that  some  motorists  may  choose  to  come  to  the  park  and  drop  off  passengers  before  heading 
further  out  to  wherever  they  can  find  free  parking.  These  factors  would  clearly  affect  the 
traffic  volumes  and  parking  occupancy  in  a  wider  area  but  the  effects  would  be  particularly 
noticeable  around  Fulton  Street  and  Lincoln  Way.  Were  these  issues  taken  into  account  in  the 
traffic  and  parking  assumptions?    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

There  will  be  More  Traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park  (DEIR  Pages:  S-10,  S-  11,  S12,  S-13,  S-15, 
S-19,  136)  -  This  should  be  avoided  as  much  as  possible.  The  parking  garage  will  hold  800 
cars,  and  add  roughly  600  parking  spaces  to  the  Concourse  area.  Prop.  J  calls  for  the  removal 
of  the  same  number  of  spaces  from  the  Park  as  are  added.  However,  the  DEIR  calls 
specifically  for  40%  of  the  spaces  to  be  removed  west  of  Crossover  Dr.  and  60%  to  be 
removed  east  of  Crossover,  something  that  Prop.  J  does  not  specify.  The  typical  on-street 
parking  occupancy  west  of  Crossover  is  around  5  %  for  weekdays  and  25  %  for  weekends 
(according  to  Wilbur  Smith's  parking  inventory). 

If  we  are  replacing  underutilized  parking  spaces  (in  the  western  end  of  the  Park)  with  spaces 
that  will  be  heavily  used  (in  the  East),  the  end  result  will  be  more  cars  in  Golden  Gate  Park, 
something  that  is  expressly  discouraged  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  City's 
General  Plan.  Greater  levels  of  auto  traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park  represents  a  serious  safety  and 
aesthetic  impact  to  bicyclists  and  pedestrians.  Also,  800  parking  spaces  removed  should  be 
considered  a  minimum,  not  a  concrete  number.  Removing  more  than  800  spaces,  especially  in 
the  western  end  of  the  park,  would  not  affect  parking  availability,  but  could  allow  for 
significant  bicycle,  pedestrian,  and  traffic  calming  improvements.  (Geoff  Jones) 

Growth  Inducement.  The  growth  of  the  two  institutions  and  the  construction  of  the  garage  will 
serve  as  growth  inducement,  bringing  new  visitors  from  the  larger  Bay  region,  most  of  whom 
would  arrive  in  cars  and  cruise  looking  for  free  parking  spaces.  Curiously,  it  is  (WSA) 
proposed  to  remove  as  many  as  340  on-street  parking  spaces  from  the  western  end  of  the  Park, 
where  cars  seldom  park  in  large  numbers  and  surely,  no  one  whose  destination  is  the 
Concourse  area. 

Thus,  many  of  the  on-street  spaces  near  the  institutions  would  be  left  in  place,  causing  a 
continued  and  an  increased  supply  of  parking  spaces  in  the  Concourse  area,  despite  the 
mandate  of  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  stated  that  a  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces  equal 
to  the  spaces  created  in  the  garage  would  be  removed  from  Park  streets,  assuming  that  those 
would  be  in  the  vicinity  of  the  garage.  Thus,  despite  the  removal  of  surface  spaces  in  front  of 
the  Academy,  the  supply  of  parking  spaces  in  the  Concourse  would  be  increased,  not 
decreased,  contrary  to  Proposition  J.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

The  EIR  should,  at  a  minimum,  propose  some  potential  improvement  measures  for  the  parking 
supply  in  the  area  and  also  to  address  the  increased  traffic  on  residential  streets  due  to 
motorists  who  are  circling  the  area  to  find  free  parking.  For  example,  additional  off-street 
parking  could  theoretically  be  constructed  within  the  park  along  Fulton  Street  and/or  Lincoln 
Way  and  there  are  other  possible  mitigations  such  as  implementing  a  permit  parking  program 
in  the  affected  neighborhoods  or  even  retaining  some  portion  of  the  on-street  parking  that  is 
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proposed  for  removal.  However,  these  possibilities  do  not  appear  to  have  been  considered  or 
discussed.  Having  the  DEIR  not  even  suggest  or  discuss  any  parking  improvement  measures 
other  than  signage  to  the  garage  is  clearly  an  insult  to  the  residents  who  live  around  the  park. 
(Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

Implementation  of  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  is  anticipated  to  result  in  an  overall 
increase  in  the  parking  supply  in  the  eastern  section  of  the  park,  and  would  increase  the 
parking  supply  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  when  about  900  of  3,095  spaces  in  the  east  Park  are 
now  not  available  because  of  road  closures.  DEIR  p.  136  notes  that  the  net  change  in  supply  in 
the  east  end  of  the  Park,  with  removal  of  surface  parking,  would  be  about  320  spaces,  and  424 
to  496  spaces  on  Sundays. 

The  DEIR  does  not  identify  significant  adverse  effects  on  parking  conditions  from  Phase  I, 
Phase  II  or  other  project  elements.  Therefore,  no  parking  mitigation  measures  or  improvement 
measures  are  required  in  the  DEIR.  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  include  improvement 
measures  for  non-significant  effects  of  Phase  I  for  surface  circulation,  garage  operations, 
parking,  transit,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  conditions.  See  Improvement  Measures  2-7,  DEIR 
pp.  194-196. 

While  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  replace  currently  free  and  paid  parking 
spaces  in  the  park  with  paid  parking,  the  rate  structure  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility 
would  be  comparable  to  costs  of  other  garages  serving  cultural  institutions  in  San  Francisco 
and  would  be  structured  to  encourage  short-term  use  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  As 
noted  at  DEIR  pp.  27-28,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  would  review  the  proposed 
parking  fee  schedule  for  the  facility;  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  approve  the  rate 
schedule. 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  134. 
Comments 

PAGE  S-12  —  "The  implementation  of  the  time-limited  parking  proposed  in  the  Golden  Gate 
master  Plan  may  make  about  500*  parking  spaces  in  the  Park  available  for  short  term  use.  (  ... 
may  still  be  used  for  long-term  parking,  depending  upon  effectiveness  of  the  enforcement 
program). 
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ERROR  *  1,600  spaces  are  to  be  added  to  the  existing  time  limited  inventory  per  the  GGP 
Master  Plan.  Plus  another  100  if  Conservatory  East  is  added.  The  permanent  closure  of 
Conservatory  East  was  left  undecided  in  the  Master  Plan  and  as  such  its  status  for  timed 
parking  is  also  undecided.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

If  the  permanent  removal  of  800  free  parking  spaces  isn't  significant  enough,  the  Concourse 
Authority  is  apparently  also  working  to  implement  a  time  limited  parking  program  on 
weekdays  that  would  displace  an  estimated  500  additional  free  parking  spaces.  The 
transportation  study  estimates  that  only  140  of  the  500  displaced  commuters  would  be  able  to 
find  parking  in  the  surrounding  area  (apparently  assuming  the  areas  around  the  park  will 
become  100%  occupied).  All  of  these  separate  effects  need  to  be  analyzed  together  in  more 
detail  to  determine  if  the  assumptions  about  everyone  switching  to  carpools  and  transit  are 
really  valid  for  a  parking  reduction  this  large.  (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams 
Associates) 

Parking  has  not  adequately  been  analyzed:  parking  for  about  400  of  the  museum  staff  is  not 
even  discussed;  commuter  parking  in  the  Park  is  misstated  to  be  500.  not  the  actual  850  cars 
per  day.  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole  Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

Time-limited  parking  in  the  Park  is  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (October  1998), 
as  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  22,  and  was  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR.  The 
Concourse  Authority  is  currently  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  Park  institutions,  UCSF  and  St.  Mary's  Hospital  regarding  implementation. 

As  of  June  2003,  time-limited  parking,  expected  to  include  about  500  spaces  in  the  eastern  end 
of  the  park,  was  expected  to  be  implemented  in  late  2003.  The  spaces  would  be  metered  for 
short-term  (several  hours)  use;  some  spaces  would  be  available  on  a  monthly  pass  basis. 

As  discussed  in  the  Master  Plan,  implementation  of  the  time-limited  parking  could  result  in 
about  500  commuters  seeking  parking  elsewhere,  or  shifting  to  transit  or  carpool.  It  was 
estimated  that  about  140  of  the  500  displaced  commuters  may  find  available  long-term  parking 
within  the  Park.  In  the  Master  Plan,  these  spaces  were  assumed  to  remain  free  from  parking 
fees.  Implementation  of  time-limited  parking  would  not  change  the  parking  supply  in  the 
Park;  the  parking  spaces  previously  occupied  by  long-term  commuters  would  be  used  by  short- 
term  parkers. 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  200  regarding  museum  staff  parking. 
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Comments 

Since  1997,  I  have  studied  every  issue  involved  in  this  proposed  project.  I  can  tell  you  the 
elevation  of  every  feature  within  the  concourse.  I  can  tell  you  exactly  where  every  car  can 
park  within  the  park,  and  I  might  mention  that  it's  not  500  time-limited  parking  spaces.  It's 
1600  time-limited  parking  spaces  that  are  mentioned  in  the  Master  Plan.  {Chris  Duderstadt) 

If  we  are  really  talking  about  the  eventual  removal  of  over  1,300  free  parking  spaces  from  the 
area  then  this  has  not  been  adequately  described  or  studied  in  the  environmental 
documentation.  While  forcing  a  shift  of  nearly  1,000  people  to  carpool  and  transit  is  clearly  a 
worthwhile  goal,  there  must  be  some  evidence  presented  that  a  significant  diversion  could 
actually  be  achieved  for  this  amount  of  displaced  vehicles.  Based  on  my  experience  and  data 
from  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  it  seems  very  unlikely  that  you  could  force 
more  than  about  35%  of  these  displaced  motorists  onto  transit  or  into  carpools,  and  the 
number  could  be  much  less. 

There  do  not  appear  to  be  any  programs  proposed  to  accomplish  the  assumed  diversion  from 
single  occupant  vehicles  to  transit  and  carpools.  Even  if  there  were  a  comprehensive  plan 
prepared  to  encourage  this,  there  will  still  be  hundreds  of  displaced  motorists  who  will  need  to 
park  cars  and  this  will  clearly  result  in  some  far-reaching  and  significant  parking  impacts. 
When  you  consider  that  over  1,300  free  parking  spaces  could  ultimately  be  removed  from  the 
area  on  weekdays,  is  seems  very  questionable  for  the  City  to  simply  reference  the  Transit  First 
Policy  as  a  way  to  dismiss  the  parking  impacts  and  avoid  proposing  any  solutions.  (Steven  C. 
A  b rams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

With  the  proposed  project,  there  would  not  be  the  removal  of  1,300  free  parking  spaces  in  the 
park.  Although  proposed  Phase  I  would  eliminate  800  surface  parking  spaces  within  the  Park, 
it  would  provide  an  800-space  Underground  Parking  Facility.  As  such,  there  would  be  no  net 
loss  of  parking  within  the  park.  Since  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  have  paid 
parking,  it  is  possible  that  some  current  drivers  that  park  in  the  park  may  choose  to  not  use  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility. 

Comments 

ERROR:  Prop  J  states  that  these  removed  spaces  may  not  contribute  to  the  quota  for  the 
Garage. 

PROP  J:  "Surface  spaces  that  are  unused  because  of  present  or  future  permanent  road  closures 
shall  not  be  counted  as  spaces  that  have  been  permanently  eliminated  under  this  paragraph." 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 
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Question-How  does  removing  parking  in  the  western  section  of  the  park  to  compensate  for 
garage  parking  reduce  vehicular  traffic  near  the  garage?  (Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

Response 

Proposition  J  specifies  that  the  parking  spaces  should  be  removed  in  "areas  of  heavy  traffic 
congestion"  as  well  as  areas  of  "environmental  sensitivity".  The  removal  of  parking  spaces 
would  include:  all  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse,  plus  parking  spaces 
elsewhere  required  for  intersection  improvements  associated  with  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility,  safety  improvements  at  intersections  and  crosswalks,  provision  of  additional 
clearance  for  Muni,  bicyclists  and  vehicles,  and  Intra-Park  shuttle  stops.  Parking  spaces 
removed  near  the  Concourse  as  well  as  the  western  portion  of  the  Park  would  serve  these 
goals. 

Since  the  specific  location  of  where  parking  would  be  removed  has  not  yet  been  identified  by 
the  Concourse  Authority,  parking  variants  were  developed  to  cover  a  range  of  potential 
removal  plans.  The  variants  were  based  on  a  preliminary  assessment  of  where  parking  spaces 
could  be  removed  to  meet  the  goals  listed  above.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  significant 
variation  from  what  is  analyzed  in  the  DEIR  may  require  supplemental  environmental  analysis. 

The  following  additional  discussion  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  136,  end  of  first  full  paragraph: 

The  removal  of  parking  spaces  would  include  all  surface  parking  spaces  in  the 
Music  Concourse,  plus  parking  spaces  elsewhere  required  for  intersection 
improvements  associated  with  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  (e.g..  Tenth 
Avenue),  safety  improvements  at  intersections,  safety  improvements  at 
crosswalks,  safety  improvements  for  travel  lanes,  provision  of  additional 
clearance  for  Muni,  bicycles  and  vehicular  traffic,  and  Golden  Gate  Park  Intra- 
Park  Shuttle  stops. 

Comment 

Though  the  project  will  increase  parking  spaces  within  the  Concourse  area  by  455  spaces,  the 
impacts  to  the  rest  of  the  Park  are  unclear  as  specific  locations  for  parking  removal  are 
unspecified.  It  must  be  expected  that  removal  of  320  spaces  west  of  Transverse  Drive,  as 
mentioned  in  the  DEIR,  will  diminish  access  to  the  Polo  Field  and  Beach  Chalet  athletic  fields 
and  to  the  various  picnic  areas,  which  are  predominantly  in  the  western  end  of  the  Park. 
(Christopher  Duderstadt) 
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Response 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  1 12: 

Within  the  Park  west  of  Crossover  Drive,  there  are  about  2,760  on-street  and 
off-street  parking  spaces  (excluding  the  Reforestation  Center).  On  Saturdays, 
Middle  Drive  West  between  King  Drive  and  Transverse  Drive  is  closed,  which 
reduces  the  parking  supply  to  about  2,430  spaces.  The  parking  supply  is  about 
10  percent  occupied  during  the  weekday  midday,  36  percent  occupied  during 
the  Saturday  midday,  and  30  percent  occupied  during  the  Sunday  midday.  It 
should  be  noted  that  there  are  some  areas  in  the  Park  west  of  Crossover  Drive 
that  are  very  heavily  used  (e.g.,  along  Kennedy  Drive  between  Transverse 
Drive  and  36th  Avenue  and  on  King  Drive  near  the  Polo  Field),  and  visitors  to 
these  areas  may  have  to  park  somewhat  further  away.  However,  there  are 
substantial  areas  that  have  low  parking  demand.  As  a  result,  overall  parking  in 
the  area  west  of  Crossover  is  less  than  40  percent  occupied. 

Removal  of  about  320  spaces  out  of  2,430  to  2,760  throughout  the  western  Park  area  would 
not  diminish  overall  access  to  activities,  such  as  the  Polo  Field  or  the  Beach  Chalet,  and  would 
provide  safety  improvements  at  intersections  and  crosswalks,  additional  clearance  for  Muni, 
bicyclists  and  vehicles,  and  accommodate  Intra-Park  shuttle  stops. 

Comments 

The  DEIR  claims  that  the  project  would  improve  the  landscape  and  that  the  pedestrian 
environment  will  be  enhanced.  The  garage  is  planned  to  hold  800  cars,  adding  roughly  600 
parking  spaces  to  the  area.  The  DEIR  calls  specifically  for  40  percent  of  these  spaces  to  be 
removed  west  of  Crossover  Drive  and  60  percent  to  be  removed  east  of  Crossover,  something 
that  Prop  J  does  not  specify.  The  typical  on-street  parking  occupancy  west  of  Crossover  is 
about  5  percent  for  weekdays  and  25  percent  for  weekends,  according  to  Wilbur  Smith 
Associates.  With  spaces  that  will  be  heavily  used  in  the  east,  the  end  result  will  be  more  cars 
in  Golden  Gate  Park,  something  that  is  expressly  discouraged  by  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan  and  the  City's  General  Plan.    (Joshua  Hart) 

The  parking  garage  will  hold  800  cars,  and  add  roughly  600  parking  spaces  to  the  Concourse 
area.  Prop.  J  calls  for  the  removal  of  the  same  number  of  spaces  from  the  Park  as  are  added. 
However,  the  DEIR  calls  specifically  for  40%  of  the  spaces  to  be  removed  west  of  Crossover 
Dr.  and  60%  to  be  removed  east  of  Crossover,  something  that  Prop.  J  does  not  specify. 
(Jennifer  Fox) 

It  doesn't  make  sense  to  add  1,400  parking  spaces  (in  the  garage  and  Concourse  area)  in  the 
east  end  of  the  park  and  then  say  that  this  will  be  offset  by  removing  only  60%  of  that  number 
from  the  east  end  of  the  park  and  removing  the  other  40%  from  the  underused  west  end  of  the 
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park.  Essentially,  this  adds  lots  more  car  traffic  to  the  congested  east  end  of  the  park.  (Sherry 
Boschert) 

More  Traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park_(DEIR  Pages:  S-10-13,S-15,S-19,136)  -  Prop  J  called  for 
the  removal  of  the  same  number  of  parking  spaces  from  the  Park  as  more  are  added. 
However,  the  DEIR  proposes  removing  parking  spaces  at  an  under  utilized  area  of  the  park, 
so  in  essence,  traffic  around  the  Music  Concourse  Area,  JFK,  and  MLK  drives  will  be 
increased.    (Julian  Fisher) 

The  shell  game  of  removing  800  surface  parking  spaces  throughout  the  park  and  not  clearly 
delineating  where  and  when  must  be  addressed.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  Rolf  D.  Mueller,  President, 
Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

The  DEIR  should  include  the  study  of  a  parking  variant  with  all  of  the  parking  removed  from 
roadways  closer  to  the  Concourse. 

Prop  J  mandates  evaluating  the  location  for  surface  parking  removal  and  requires  the  Authority 
to  consider  the  adverse  impacts  on  neighborhoods  and  neighborhood  commercial  traffic 
congestion  caused  by  the  location  of  parking  proposed  for  removal  in  the  Park.  An  EIR  is  the 
proper  place  to  compare  congestion  levels  when  parking  is  removed  from  areas  closer  or 
further  from  the  Concourse.  The  variants  as  proposed  have  arbitrarily  removed  40%  of  the 
spaces  west  of  Crossover  Drive  rather  than  from  "areas  of  heavy  traffic  congestion"  as 
directed  by  Prop  J. 

Removing  more  parking  from  Muni  routes  within  the  Park  will  constitute  a  transit 
improvement  required  by  Prop  J.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee, 
Sierra  Club) 

The  parking  garage  will  hold  800  cars,  and  add  roughly  600  parking  spaces  to  the  Concourse 
area.  Prop.  J  calls  for  the  removal  of  the  same  number  of  spaces  from  the  Park  as  are  added. 
However,  the  DEIR  calls  specifically  for  40%  of  the  spaces  to  be  removed  west  of  Crossover 
Dr.  and  60%  to  be  removed  east  of  Crossover,  something  that  Prop.  J  does  not  specify.  The 
typical  on-street  parking  occupancy  west  of  Crossover  is  around  5%  for  weekdays  and  25% 
for  weekends  (according  to  Wilbur  Smith's  parking  inventory).  If  we  are  replacing 
underutilized  parking  spaces  (in  the  western  end  of  the  Park)  with  spaces  that  will  be  heavily 
used  (in  the  East),  the  net  result  will  be  more  cars  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  something  that  is 
expressly  discouraged  by  the  Golden  Gas  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  City's  General  Plan. 
Increased  auto  traffic  in  Golden  Gate  Park  represents  a  serious  safety  and  aesthetic  impact  to 
bicyclists  and  pedestrians.    (Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

The  parking  needs  of  the  institutions  resident  within  the  park  should  be  balanced  against  the 
Prop  J  mandate  to  enhance  the  park  environment  and  reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the 
park. 
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There  is  no  requirement  to  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  surface  parking  availability.  The 
institutions'  desire  for  surface  parking  should  be  carefully  balanced  against  the  need  to  reduce 
the  impact  of  cars  on  the  park  environment. 

Removal  of  Surface  Parking  —  The  DEIR  should  include  the  study  of  a  parking  variant  with 
all  of  the  parking  removed  from  roadways  closer  to  the  Concourse.  The  variants  as  proposed 
have  arbitrarily  removed  40%  of  the  spaces  west  of  Crossover  Drive  rather  than  from  "areas 
of  heavy  traffic  congestion"  as  directed  by  Prop  J.  Removing  more  parking  from  Muni  routes 
within  the  Park  will  also  constitute  a  transit  improvement  required  by  Prop.  J.    (Steven  Willis, 
Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

SUMMARY,  S-l  —  "To  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  automobiles  in  the  Park,  while 
still  providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and  convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the 
Park,  including  its  cultural  institutions." 

The  project  as  presented  increases  the  impact  of  the  automobile  in  the  Park  by  placing  an 
entrance  within  the  Concourse,  and  it  reduces  access  to  the  Park  for  the  90%  of  park  users  not 
visiting  the  Museums  by  shifting  parking  inventory  from  west  of  Transverse  Drive,  an  area 
not  served  by  the  proposed  structure.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  136  describes  the  approach  to  the  parking  analysis.  As  the  specific  location  of 
where  parking  would  be  removed  has  not  yet  been  identified  by  the  Concourse  Authority, 
parking  variants  were  developed  to  cover  a  range  of  potential  removal  plans.  Proposition  J 
specifies  that  the  parking  spaces  should  be  removed  in  "areas  of  heavy  traffic  congestion"  as 
well  as  areas  of  "environmental  sensitivity."  The  removal  of  parking  spaces  would  include:  all 
surface  parking  spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse,  plus  parking  spaces  elsewhere  required  for 
intersection  improvements  associated  with  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  safety 
improvements  at  intersections  and  crosswalks,  provision  of  additional  clearance  for  Muni, 
bicyclists  and  vehicles,  and  Intra-Park  shuttle  stops.  Parking  spaces  removed  within  the 
western  portion  of  the  Park  would  serve  these  goals.  The  60  percent/40  percent  split  was 
based  on  a  preliminary  assessment  of  where  parking  spaces  could  be  removed  to  respond  to 
the  goals  listed  above. 

With  the  two  parking  removal  variants  developed  for  the  DEIR  analysis,  Phase  I  would  result 
in  a  net  increase  of  320  spaces  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  park  (800  new  spaces  in  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  elimination  of  480  on-street  spaces). 
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With  the  implementation  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  corresponding 
elimination  of  on-street  parking  in  areas  throughout  the  park,  there  would  be  a  decrease  in  the 
total  number  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  eastern  portion  of  the  park,  as  compared  to 
Baseline  conditions  (about  250  vehicles  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  400  vehicles 
during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  200  vehicles  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak 
hour).  The  decrease  in  vehicles  within  the  park  would  be  related  to  the  concentration  of 
parking  within  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  the  dedicated  access  at  Tenth/Fulton  at 
the  Park  border. 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  141,  the  elimination  of  the  800  surface  parking  spaces  would  occur  upon 
completion  of  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

Comment 

Page  S-20  Phase  I  —  This  discussion  should  indicate  the  approximate  number  of  parking 
spaces  to  be  removed  as  part  of  the  mitigation  for  Phase  I  improvements  and  indicate  if  these 
spaces  were  originally  included  as  part  of  the  overall  800  surface  spaces  to  be  eliminated  in  the 
plan.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  presented  on  DEIR  p.  141,  there  would  be  about  44  surface  parking  spaces  eliminated  to 
accommodate  roadway  improvements  with  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects.  It  is 
anticipated  that  most  spaces  would  be  eliminated  as  part  of  the  800-space  parking  removal. 
The  33  spaces  that  would  be  removed  as  part  of  Phase  II  would  not  be  part  of  the  800  spaces. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  should  delete  all  reference  to  parking  supply  and  availability.  On  p.  114  the  DEIR 
correctly  includes  the  San  Francisco  traditional  statements  about  parking  supply.  This  should 
be  amended  to  say  that  therefore  parking  supply  and  availability  was  not  considered.  This 
project  was  proposed  in  spite  of  there  being  an  ample  supply  of  parking  near  the  Concourse 
and  this  required  voter  approval  which  came  with  many  conditions.    (Howard  Strassner, 
Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  parking  significance  criteria  were  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
and  are  used  for  the  environmental  assessment  of  all  projects.  It  should  be  noted  that  under 
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Baseline  conditions  (existing  conditions  plus  the  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the 
New  de Young  and  the  new  CAS),  parking  conditions  in  and  around  Golden  Gate  Park  would 
approach  100  percent  of  capacity. 

Comment 

Considering  that  85%  of  garage  related  traffic  is  from  out  of  San  Francisco  (DEIR  page  117) 
and  considering  the  comments  related  to  parking  patterns  (DEIR  page  114)  a  significant 
proportion  of  these  219  autos  can  be  expected  to  circle  through  the  Park  seeking  free  surface 
spaces  before  finally  entering  the  fee  garage.  This  would  substantially  increase  traffic 
throughout  the  eastern  Park.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

Based  on  information  obtained  from  the  Planning  Department  and  visitor  surveys  conducted  at 
the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  CAS,  it  was  estimated  that  about  15  percent  of  visitors  to  the 
institutions  would  come  from  San  Francisco  and  85  percent  of  the  visitors  would  come  from 
areas  outside  San  Francisco.  The  origin  and  destination  of  the  visitor  trips  was  not  taken  into 
consideration  when  assigning  vehicles  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  or  free  on-street 
parking.  Since  the  institutions  would  provide  information  regarding  access  to  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility,  and  signage  would  be  created  within  the  Park  and  on  the  Park  access  routes 
to  direct  drivers  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  it  would  be  anticipated  that,  over  time, 
visitors  from  outside  the  City  as  well  as  residents  would  use  the  proposed  Underground 
Parking  Facility  without  unnecessarily  circulating  through  local  streets  or  the  Park. 

Parking  Demand  by  Visitors 
Comments 

There  will  be  a  significant  increase  of  circulation  and  traffic  within  the  Concourse  area  as  a 
result  of  the  increased  attraction  of  the  enlarged  institutions,  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the 
Academy  of  Sciences.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

We  are  extremely  concerned  about  any  proposal  to  eliminate  on-street  parking  along  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive,  especially  the  portion  that  abuts  the  north  and  east  perimeter  of  the 
Arboretum,  where  disabled  parking  spaces  are  located  outside  both  entrances.  We  are  highly 
supportive  of  enforcing  four-hour  time  limited  parking  in  this  section  of  King  Drive,  thus 
eliminating  commuter  parking  and  facilitating  parking  by  Arboretum-  and  San  Francisco 
County  Fair  Building-user  parking.  And  while  we  can  understand  and  support  the  removal  of  a 
few  selected  spaces  to  facilitate  left  and  right  turns  from  King  Drive  onto  Middle  Drive,  we 
are  strongly  opposed  to  the  removal  of  all  or  most  of  the  parking  on  King  Drive.  We  also 
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think  that  any  conflicts  between  Muni  buses  and  parked  cars  upon  this  street  are  overstated  in 
the  draft,  and  that  Muni  buses  are  able  to  travel  perfectly  well  on  this  stretch  of  roadway. 

We  estimate  that  there  are  500,000  visitors  each  year  to  the  Arboretum.  In  addition,  the 
County  Fair  Building  is  the  site  of  regular  community  events  held  by  a  number  of  local 
organizations.  Thus,  the  Arboretum  and  County  Fair  Building  serve  a  broad  cross  section  of 
San  Francisco  and  Bay  Area  residents,  including  those  with  mobility  disabilities  for  whom 
parking  close  to  these  facilities  makes  a  visit  feasible.  Moreover,  both  facilities  operate  at 
times  when  the  new  garage  may  be  closed,  as  in  the  case  of  early  Sunday  morning  bird  walks 
co-sponsored  by  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  or  late  night  social  events  in  the  County  fair 
building.  We  believe  that  the  loss  of  flexibility  of  nearby  on-street  parking  would  adversely 
affect  the  public's  ability  to  access  the  institutions  at  these  times,  and  we  request  that  these 
impacts  be  studied. 

We  would  like  the  EIR  to  further  explore  the  potential  impacts  and  mitigation  alternatives  of 
eliminating  parking  adjacent  to  the  Arboretum  and  County  Fair  Building.  Specifically,  we 
think  that  parking  elimination  may  "conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 
religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area"  by  sharply  reducing  access  to  the  Arboretum  and 
County  Fair  Building,  especially  for  the  elderly,  individuals  with  mobility  disabilities,  or 
individuals  visiting  or  attending  programs  at  the  facilities  at  times  when  the  garage  is  closed. 

In  summary,  I  urge  you  and  those  who  will  refine  the  plans  for  eliminating  parking  spaces  in 
compliance  with  Proposition  J  to  recognize  the  urgent  need  to  preserve  parking  for  the 
Arboretum  and  the  County  Fair  Building  along  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  adjacent  to  the 
Arboretum.  (Joseph  C.  Barbaccia,  Chair,  Strybing  Arboretum  Society) 

Response 

Handicapped-accessible  spaces  would  continue  to  be  provided  within  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility  and  at  selected  on-street  locations.  In  addition,  sufficient  on-street  parking  would 
remain  along  the  park  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Arboretum.  However,  since  these  would 
be  public  parking  spaces,  they  would  be  available  to  all  visitors  to  the  park  and  could  not  be 
dedicated  to  Arboretum  staff  and  visitors.  It  would  be  likely  that  most  on-street  parking  spaces 
near  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  be  eliminated  to  reduce  the  traffic  congestion 
that  may  result  from  competition  for  these  free  spaces.  The  GGPCA,  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  would  work  together  to  identify 
locations  for  parking  removal. 

At  this  time,  the  hours  of  operations  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  have  not  yet  been 
finalized,  but  will  likely  be  between  7:30  AM  to  10:00  PM.  For  special  events,  the  facility 
may  be  open  until  11:00  PM,  when  the  Park  officially  closes. 
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The  delays  to  traffic  and  Muni  operations  within  the  park,  including  along  King  Drive,  were 
based  on  field  observations. 

Due  to  the  width  of  King  Drive,  it  would  be  necessary  to  eliminate  parking  to  provide 
additional  street  components,  such  as  turn  pockets  or  bicycle  lanes. 

Comment 

The  Arboretum  is  served,  much  like  the  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  de Young  Museum,  by 
hundreds  of  volunteers  who  make  the  operations  of  this  institution  possible.  Without  parking 
adjacent  to  the  Arboretum  on  King  Drive,  there  will  be  no  place  for  the  vast  majority  of  both 
these  volunteers  and  visitors  to  find  parking.  This  will  compromise  the  services  of  the 
institution  and  make  visitor  access  difficult,  particularly  at  times  when  the  garage  may  be 
closed,  as  described  above. 

We  realize  that  final  plans  for  parking  elimination  have  not  been  made  and  that  there  are  two 
variants,  either  of  which  could  guide  parking  removal  east  of  Crossover  Drive.  Variant  1 
would  eliminate  280  parking  spaces  within  one  quarter  mile  of  the  Concourse.  Variant  2 
would  remove  that  number  "somewhere"  east  of  Crossover.  We  strongly  urge  the  latter  since 
parking  for  all  the  institutions  on  and  around  the  Concourse  definitely  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  Variant  1 .  (Joseph  C.  Barbaccia,  Chair,  Strybing  Arboretum  Society) 

Response 

Volunteers  and  visitors  to  the  Arboretum  would  be  able  to  park  in  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility,  or  use  on-street  parking  elsewhere.  The  parking  spaces  recommended  for  removal 
will  be  developed  by  the  Concourse  Authority,  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  Department 
of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  other  city  agencies,  as  appropriate,  and  will  include  consultation 
with  Arboretum,  de  Young  Museum  and  California  Academy  of  Sciences  staff.  The 
identification  of  the  spaces  to  be  removed  will  also  include  input  from  the  public  as  part  of  the 
ongoing  public  involvement  with  the  Concourse  Authority. 

Comment 

The  Draft  EIR  on  page  1 15  discusses  that  CEQA  does  not  require  environmental  documents  to 
propose  mitigation  measures  solely  because  a  project  is  expected  to  generate  parking 
shortfalls.  However,  if  a  parking  shortfall  creates  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  circulation 
due  to  vehicles  circulating  in  search  of  parking,  it  could  easily  impact  the  level  of  service 
operations  of  the  intersections.  (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San 
Francisco) 


Case  No.  2001.91  IE  „   FINAL  EIR 
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Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  july  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Response 

Although  parking  shortfalls  could  result  in  increase  in  traffic  circulation  changes  due  to 
vehicles  searching  for  parking,  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  result  in  a  parking 
shortfall.  The  traffic  analysis  assumed  that  parkers  displaced  by  the  elimination  of  on-street 
parking  that  would  not  park  in  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  likely  travel  through 
the  Park  and  the  neighborhoods  in  search  of  free  parking.  Those  vehicle  trips  were  assigned 
to  the  study  intersections  analyzed  in  the  DEIR  and  are  accounted  for  in  the  Level  of  Service 
calculations.  The  trips  would  be  dispersed  in  many  directions  and  streets  in  the  Park  or 
nearby  neighborhoods,  and  would  not  create  a  substantial  traffic  impact  at  a  given  intersection. 

Comment 

Page  1 18  -  The  Parking  Demand  analysis  and  parking  variance  granted  for  the  New  de  Young 
should  include  the  number  of  anticipated  visitors  to  the  new  Educational  Center.  (Elizabeth 
Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  parking  demand  estimates  were  based  on  total  visitorship  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum, 
which  included  the  new  Educational  Center. 

Parking  Demand  by  Staff 
Comments 

Parking  needs  of  the  employees  of  the  institutions  have  not  been  factored  in.  (Jennifer  Clary, 
President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Parking  space  requirements  for  Museum  and  Academy  staff  are  inadequate.  The  directors  of 
both  institutions  have  been  repeatedly  asked  publicly  for  accurate  estimates  of  staff  parking 
needs  and  both  have  refused  to  provide  any  answers.  The  DEIR  estimates  staff  parking 
demand  for  both  museums  at  72  spaces  on  weekdays,  and  27  on  weekends.  These  values 
contradict  observed  realities.  Before  closure  of  the  de  Young,  typically  on  a  weekday  by  9  am, 
their  private  lot  was  filled  and  an  additional  20  or  so  cars  were  crowded  around  their  garage 
entrance.  (Estimate  100)  Currently,  on  weekdays  by  9am,  in  addition  to  their  50  private  spaces 
being  filled  an  additional  75  to  100  cars  will  be  crowded  around  the  Academy  entrance  on 
MLK  and  in  the  Concourse  surrounding  the  Academy  front  entrance  (estimate  150).  Those 
staff  that  drive  after  implementation  of  timed  parking  will  be  sent  into  the  communities 
surrounding  the  Park  to  find  all-day  parking. 

There  is  no  discussion  of  the  potential  impact  to  the  communities  surrounding  the  Museums  as 
a  result  of  the  removal  of  staff  parking  options  within  the  Park. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

The  Concourse  Authority  will  soon  implement  timed  parking  in  the  east  end  of  the  Park.  Prop 
J  states;  "The  Authority  shall  not  grant  any  free  parking,  discounts  or  other  preference  for 
parking  in  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  to  any  officials,  commissioners,  directors,  or 
employees  of  the  City  or  any  of  the  institutions  located  in  the  Park  unless  such  preference  is 
made  available  on  the  same  terms  to  members  of  the  public." 

In  the  Variance  Code  #222. 1094V  for  the  removal  of  85  off  street  parking  spaces  of  the 
original  de  Young  parking  lot  and  non-replacement  of  the  156  required  for  the  new  project. 
FINDING  5.  REQUIREMENT  MET  C.  "Replacement  parking  is  available  on  streets  within 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  will  eventually  be  available  in  the  underground  parking  facility." 

Timed  parking  will  preclude  staff  using  convenient  parking  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  If  staff 
were  to  use  the  garage  at  the  estimated  rate  of  $2.50  per  hour  the  monthly  cost  would  be  in  the 
order  of  $450/mo. 

DEIR  PAGE  1 17  —  "As  part  of  the  approval  process  for  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  the 
Zoning  Administrator  granted  a  Variance  from  the  museum's  156-space  parking  requirement. 
The  Variance  included  findings  that  parking  demand  for  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would  be 
accommodated  in  existing  parking  in  the  Park,  or  in  the  Potential  future  GGPCA  parking 
facility.  And  that  the  intent  of  Proposition  J  was  to  provide  parking  for  the  existing 
institutions  in  the  Music  Concourse  area." 

ERROR:  The  DEIR  equates  the  private  off-street  parking  spaces  limited  to  staff  only,  with 
public  parking. 

The  DEIR  estimates  staff  parking  demand  for  both  museums  at  72  spaces  on  weekdays,  and  27 
on  weekends.  Before  closure  of  the  de  Young,  typically  on  a  weekday  by  9am  their  private  lot 
was  filled  and  an  additional  20  or  so  cars  were  crowded  around  their  garage  entrance. 
Currently,  on  weekdays  by  9am,  in  addition  to  their  50  private  spaces  being  filled  an 
additional  50  to  75  cars  will  be  crowded  around  the  Academy  entrance  on  MLK  and  in  the 
Concourse  surrounding  the  Academy  front  entrance.  The  estimate  of  staff  parking 
requirements  in  the  DEIR  is  low  by  upwards  of  three  times.  Those  staff  that  drive  after 
implementation  of  timed  parking  will  be  sent  into  the  communities  surrounding  the  Park  to 
find  all  day  parking.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  „    „  Final  EIR 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

According  to  information  provided,  the  New  de Young  Museum  is  anticipated  to  have  about 
130  staff  members  on  weekdays  and  50  staff  members  on  weekends;  the  new  CAS  is 
anticipated  to  have  an  increase  in  about  37  staff  members  on  weekdays  and  13  staff  members 
on  weekends.  Using  these  staff  data  and  information  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  on  work  trips  in  this  area  of  the  city,  it  was  estimated  that  there  would  be  a 
combined  parking  demand  of  about  72  spaces  on  weekdays  and  27  spaces  on  weekends  (see 
DEIR  p.  118).  Note  that  these  totals  do  not  include  the  existing  staff  numbers  at  the  CAS  and 
their  parking  demand.  Those  factors  are  part  of  existing  conditions.  In  addition,  the  parking 
demand  associated  with  the  previous  de  Young  Museum  was  only  a  portion  of  the  total  parking 
demand  on  the  site,  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  has  since  relocated,  also  had  about  105 
staff  members  on  weekdays  and  45  staff  members  on  weekends. 

The  New  de  Young  Museum  and  California  Academy  of  Sciences  staff  and  volunteers  could 
park  in  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  for  a  fee,  could  continue  to  park  in  on- 
street  spaces  within  the  Park  farther  from  the  institutions,  or  could  take  the  shuttle.  Both  the 
de  Young  and  the  Academy  will  develop  and  implement  a  Transportation  Demand 
Management  Program  to  encourage  carpools,  rideshare,  transit  passes  and  bicycle  use  by  staff 
and  volunteers.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  implementation  of  Phase  I  or  time-limited  parking  as 
identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  would  result  in  a  substantial  shift  in  the  search 
for  parking  into  the  community.  Free  on-street  spaces  in  the  Park  west  of  Crossover  Drive  are 
likely  to  be  easier  to  find  than  long-term  spaces  in  the  community,  many  of  which  are  subject 
to  residential  permit  parking  during  weekdays  (Areas  "N"  and  "L"). 

Comment 

There  is  no  indication  of  the  additional  daily  vehicle  trips  by  employees  of  the  two  rebuilt 
Institutions.  What  are  the  projected  numbers  of  employees?  What  are  their  parking  needs  and 
how  will  this  affect  the  park  and  the  surrounding  neighborhoods?    (Jim  Iwersen  &  Rolf  D. 
Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  116-124,  and  Tables  3-5,  DEIR  pp.  122-124,  Baseline  conditions 
were  established,  which  were  defined  as  the  existing  conditions  plus  the  travel  demand 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

associated  with  the  New  de Young  and  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  These 
conditions  were  developed  for  the  weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday  and  Sunday  midday  peak- 
hours.  Based  on  information  obtained  from  the  institutions,  it  was  not  anticipated  that  the  new 
employees  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  nor  the  additional  employees  at  the  CAS,  would 
travel  to  and  from  work  during  the  three  analysis  periods.  However,  the  parking  demand 
associated  with  the  new  employees  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  additional  employees 
at  the  CAS  was  included. 

The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  have  an  estimated  staff  of  130  on  weekdays  and  50  on 
weekends  with  the  new  museum.  The  CAS  has  estimated  a  staff  increase  of  37  on  weekdays 
and  14  on  weekends. 

As  noted  on  p.  1 18  of  the  DEIR,  the  combined  parking  demand  for  the  New  de  Young 
Museum  staff  and  the  new  CAS  staff  would  be  72  spaces  on  weekdays  and  27  spaces  on 
weekends. 

Parking  Demand  by  Other  Park  Users 
Comment 

Page  142  —  It  should  be  noted  specifically  when  the  Parking  Enforcement  and  Mitigation 
Program  should  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  project  phasing,  construction  and  operations. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Time-limited  parking  on  weekdays  was  approved  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  as 
part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  implementation  could  proceed  independently 
from  the  Concourse  Authority  projects.  The  parking  enforcement  program  would  be 
implemented  as  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  The  parking 
enforcement  program,  however,  does  not  need  to  be  fully  implemented  for  the  GGPCA 
Projects  to  proceed. 

Comment 

Though  the  DEIR  is  incomplete  in  its  discussion  of  parking  issues,  the  project  as  defined  in  the 
DEIR  would  significantly  reduce  access  to  the  Park  for  the  90%  of  park  users  who  are 
non-Museum  visitors.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

The  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  serve  visitors  to  many  attractions  in  the 
eastern  half  of  the  Park,  not  just  visitors  to  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  CAS. 
According  to  data  collected  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  Golden  Gate  Park  has  an 
estimated  15  to  16  million  visitors  each  year.  The  Arboretum  has  an  estimated  500,000  annual 
visitors  and  the  Tea  Garden  has  an  estimated  600,000  annual  visitors.  In  conjunction  with  the 
estimated  annual  visitorship  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum  (600,000  visitors)  and  the  new  CAS 
(1.4  million  visitors),  there  are  potentially  3.1  million  visitors  a  year  that  could  use  the 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility.  This  represents  about  20  percent  of  the  annual  park 
attendance. 

Parking  Fees 
Comment 

PAGE  S-12  —  ...drivers  potentially  displaced  with  the  implementation  of  time-limited  parking 
may  shift  to  the  proposed  parking  facility,  and  short-term  visitors  to  the  Park  may  be  more 
likely  to  find  free  parking  within  walking  distance  of  the  Music  Concourse." 

As  the  Authority  has  mentioned  amounts  for  parking  in  the  $2.50/hr  range,  the  monthly  fee 
for  9  hr.  a  day  5  days  a  week  would  be  $450/month,  not  a  reasonable  amount  for  most 
commuters. 

Timed  parking  will  preclude  staff  using  convenient  parking  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  If  staff 
were  to  use  the  garage  at  the  estimated  rate  of  $2.50  per  hour  the  monthly  cost  would  in  the 
order  of  $450/mo.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

Time-limited  parking  in  the  Park  is  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Although  the 
parking  rates  for  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  have  not  yet  been  finalized,  it  is 
anticipated  rates  would  be  structured  to  encourage  park  visitors  use  and  that  a  monthly  daytime 
rate  would  be  available  and  comparable  to  other  facilities  in  the  area  and  would  be 
substantially  less  than  the  $450  per  month  charge  identified  by  the  commentor.  As  noted  at 
DEIR  pp.  27-28,  both  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
would  review  the  proposed  parking  fee  schedule  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  See 
also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  200  regarding  staff  parking. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _     .  FINAL  EIR 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Comment 

Garage  Operations  &  Rates:  While  the  garage  operations  and  rates  are  not  an  environmental 
issue  and  not  a  subject  of  this  Draft  EIR,  we  hope  however  that  some  consideration  in  the 
parking  demand  analysis  has  been  given  to  the  impact  that  paid  parking  will  have  on  garage 
use  and  the  demand  for  free  on-street  parking.  It  is  critical  that  the  garage  rates  be  low  enough 
that  people  use  the  garage.  Otherwise,  Park  users  will  bypass  the  garage  and  circulate  within 
the  Park  and  in  the  neighborhoods  looking  for  free  on-street  parking.  (Diane  B.  Wilsey, 
President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

The  GGPCA  is  working  with  a  parking  consultant  to  develop  the  rate  structure  for  the 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility,  which  will  take  into  account  the  costs  of  other 
garages  serving  cultural  institutions  in  San  Francisco  and  will  be  structured  to  encourage 
visitor  use  of  the  garage.  As  noted  at  DEIR  pp.  27-28,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
would  review  the  proposed  parking  fee  schedule  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  would  approve  the  parking  fee  schedule. 

Access  to  Institutions 
Comments 

I  would  like  to  read  to  you  an  e-mail  from  the  chair  of  our  access  advisors,  Laurie  Hotus.  She 
says,  "Planning  Commissioners,  as  chair  of  the  access  advisors  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums,  the 
proposed  garage  is  critical  to  the  disability  community  and  senior  population.  Ease  of  entry 
can  be  crucial  to  an  enjoyable  museum  experience.  Many  people  with  disabilities  have  a 
limited  amount  of  energy.  Also,  people  who  use  canes  or  walkers  can't  walk  long  distances 
from  a  parked  car  and  would  rather  use  their  energy  to  view  the  art.  The  garage  provides  for 
direct  elevator  access  to  the  new  De  Young  and  shields  disabled  people  from  the  elements. 

Just  to  clarify  what  we  mean  by  people  with  disabilities,  we  mean  close  to  one  fifth  of  the 
population,  and  one  fifth  of  the  population  are  people  who  visit  institutions  like  the  Academy 
of  Sciences  and  the  De  Young  Museum.  We're  talking  about  wheelchair  users,  people  with 
invisible  disabilities,  such  as  back  and  heart  problems;  people  who  are  blind  or  have  low 
vision;  people  who  are  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing;  people  with  mental  health  issues  and 
developmental  disabilities.  And  as  the  population  ages,  these  numbers  become  larger. 

As  we  plan  for  the  new  De  Young,  the  access  advisors  and  I  have  produced  a  questionnaire 
about  accessibility,  and  I  would  like  to  share  with  you  the  issues  that  were  raised  and  seconded 
by  the  responders.  First  of  all,  it  is  crucial  to  have  a  lot  of  disability  placard  parking  spaces 
near  the  De  Young  and  also  to  have  a  lot  of  public  transportation  options. 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


We  also  need  covered  entrance  ways  so  that  people  are  protected  from  weather,  disability 
parking  spaces  and  drop  off  areas  that  are  close  and  readily  accessible  to  museum  entrances, 
covered  bus  stops  with  adequate  benches,  underground  access  to  the  museum  from  the  garage, 
surface  access  to  the  museum  from  the  garage,  disability  placard  spaces  in  the  garage  close  to 
ventilation  and  service  outdoor  disability  placard  parking.    (Tish  Brown) 

For  example,  it's  important  that  the  Academy  and  other  institutions  in  the  park  provide  some 
form  of  private  vehicle  access  for  drop-off  and  pick-up.  School  children,  preschool  children, 
seniors  and  disabled  are  just  some  of  the  groups  that  need  such  special  consideration. 

Also,  the  people  of  San  Francisco  have  expressed  their  will  that  culture  institutions  remain  in 
the  park,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  that  same  majority  expects  that  all  San  Franciscans  will  have 
reasonable  access  to  what  will  be  spectacularly  popular  world  class  institutions.  (Sandy 
hinder) 

I  have  a  strong  interest  in  ease  of  access  for  children  to  the  Academy  and  also  for  senior 
citizens,  of  which  I  count  myself  one.  I  think  that  the  Academy  has  a  wonderful  new  design 
that  seeks  to  integrate  the  Academy  into  the  park  in  a  way  that  will  become  compatible  with 
this  beautiful  natural  setting,  so  I  basically  support  Phase  I.  I  think  it  takes  into  account  the 
Academy's  design,  and  I  also  support  plans  to  make  the  concourse  safe,  accessible  and  to 
actually  add  improvements  that  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  traffic  in  the  park  and  in  the 
neighborhoods.    {Roberta  Borgonovo) 

A  key  objective  of  the  new  Academy  is  to  serve  a  diverse  patron  base,  including  substantial 
numbers  of  school  children.  Currently  nearly  800,000  visitors  come  to  the  Academy  every 
year,  including  more  than  150,000  children  attending  as  part  of  school  groups.  More  than 
40,000  of  the  Academy's  visitors  are  children  ages  3  and  under,  and  tens  of  thousands  of  our 
visitors  are  senior  citizens.  Based  on  an  extensive  study  conducted  by  Economics  Research 
Associates,  we  anticipate  that  the  Academy's  attendance  will  dramatically  increase  after  the 
new  academy  reopens. 

The  Academy  wholeheartedly  supports  minimizing  the  effect  of  vehicle  traffic  in  the  area,  but 
is  also  committed  to  ensuring  that  all  patrons,  young,  old,  disabled  individuals  or  large  groups, 
have  ample  access  to  our  front  doors.    (Megan  Levitan) 

Response 

The  DEIR  transportation  analysis,  as  discussed  on  pp.  116-121,  includes  future  visitorship 
projections  for  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  As 
described  on  DEIR  pp.  146-147,  tour  bus,  school  bus,  and  other  passenger  loading  with  Phase 
I  would  continue  to  access  the  Concourse  via  King  Drive  or  Kennedy  Drive,  including 
accessible  access  for  persons  with  disabilities.  If  Phase  II  were  implemented,  the  Kennedy 
Drive  connection  would  be  closed.  See  also  response  on  C&R  p.  234  regarding  loading  access 
with  Phase  II. 
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Saturday  Road  Closure 
Comment 

The  Draft  EIR  on  page  152  identifies  that  the  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive 
would  result  in  two  additional  intersections  going  to  an  unacceptable  level  of  service  - 
Fulton/Stanyan  and  MLK/Middle  Drive  East.  What  about  Fulton  &  8th  and  Lincoln  and  9th? 
Both  those  intersections  could  be  dramatically  impacted  due  to  all  the  traffic  from  Stanyan  and 
Kennedy  Drive  diverting  north  to  8th  or  some  diverting  south  to  Lincoln.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey, 
President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

DEIR  pp.  152-153  discusses  the  transportation  study  for  the  proposed  legislation  to  implement 
certain  Saturday  road  closures  in  the  Park  (JFK  Drive  Saturday  Closure  and  Parking  Analysis, 
October  2002).  That  study  assessed  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Eighth  and  Lincoln/Ninth,  for 
potential  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  on  Saturdays.  The 
diversion  in  traffic  due  to  the  Saturday  closure  would  primarily  be  in  the  eastbound  and 
westbound  directions,  and  capacity  is  available  on  both  Fulton  Street  and  Lincoln  Way  at  these 
intersections  to  accommodate  increases  in  traffic  volumes.  Overall,  both  intersections  would 
continue  to  operate  acceptably  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with  the  proposed  road 
closure  and  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  closure  study. 

Comment 

Baseline  plus  Project  Conditions  —  Analysis:  The  discussion  under  Step  3  identifies  that 
"assignment  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  parking  was  different  for  Parking  Variant  1 
than  Parking  Variant  2"  but  does  not  discuss  the  findings  nor  does  it  discuss  wrapping  in  the 
loss  of  parking  associated  with  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  JFK  into  either  Variant.  (Diane 
B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

The  transportation  analysis  for  the  DEIR  includes  both  parking  variants.  In  terms  of 
intersection  operating  conditions  and  parking  conditions,  the  results  of  the  Baseline  plus 
Project  analysis  indicates  that  the  two  variants  would  have  similar  effects. 

Analysis  of  the  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  is  documented  in  the  JFK  Drive 
Saturday  Closure  Traffic  and  Parking  Analysis,  October  2002.  The  results  of  the  study  are 
summarized  in  the  DEIR  (see  p.  152).  The  proposed  Saturday  closure  was  assessed  in 
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combination  with  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  assuming  Parking  Variant  1.  Additional 
discussion  of  2015  Cumulative  scenarios,  with  and  without  the  GGPCA  Projects,  has  been 
added  to  the  DEIR.  See  response  on  C&R  p.  206. 

Comment 

It  is  also  unclear  whether  the  Draft  EIR  analyzes  an  alternative  for  the  2015  cumulative 
impacts  that  includes  the  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine 
Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

The  analysis  conducted  for  the  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  included  the  2015 
Cumulative  scenarios,  with  and  without  the  GGPCA  Projects. 

DEIR  pp.  152-153  discusses  the  Baseline  plus  Project  conditions  with  the  proposed  Saturday 
closure  of  Kennedy  Drive.  Analysis  of  the  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  is 
documented  in  the  JFK  Drive  Saturday  Closure  Traffic  and  Parking  Analysis,  October  2002. 
Additional  discussion  of  2015  Cumulative  scenarios,  with  and  without  the  GGPCA  Projects,  is 
added  to  the  DEIR,  pp.  152-153,  replacing  the  two  paragraphs  that  begin  at  the  bottom  of  p. 
152: 

The  effects  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure  on  intersection  operating  conditions 
were  analyzed  for  all  Existing,  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  scenarios. 

The  proposed  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  result  in  two  additional  impacts  to 
intersection  operating  conditions  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  with  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility:  Fulton/Stan  van  (LOS  E  to  LOS  F)  and  King/Middle 
Drive  East  (two  approaches  would  decrease  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  E).  At  both 
intersections,  the  impacts  would  be  due  to  the  diversion  of  vehicles  from  Kennedy 
Drive  to  other  east-west  streets,  such  as  Fulton  Street  on  the  north  side  of  the  Park  and 
King  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  inside  the  Park.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  impacts 
at  both  these  locations  could  be  mitigated  with  improvements  to  the  intersections  (as 
described  below). 

The  proposed  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  was  also  identified  to  have  significant 
traffic  impacts  with  other  analysis  scenarios.  Under  Existing  conditions,  the  proposed 
closure  would  have  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanvan.  Under 
Existing  plus  New  de Young  plus  new  CAS  conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would 
have  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Stanvan.  Under  2015 
Cumulative  without  Underground  Parking  Facility  conditions,  the  proposed  closure 
would  have  significant  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Fulton/Eighth.  Fulton/Arguello 
and  Fulton/Stanvan.  Under  2015  Cumulative  with  Underground  Parking  Facility 
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conditions,  the  proposed  closure  would  have  significant  impacts  at  the  intersections  of 
Fulton/Arguello.  Fulton/Stanvan  and  King/Middle  Drive  East. 

All  significant  impacts  of  the  Kennedy  Drive  Saturday  closure  could  be  mitigated,  with 
the  exception  of  Fulton/Stanvan.  under  the  2015  Cumulative  scenarios.  At  this 
location,  no  feasible  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified,  and  a  monitoring 
program  would  be  established.  (If  and  when  unacceptable  conditions  are  observed  that 
could  not  be  mitigated  bv  other  measures,  the  Saturday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive 
would  be  discontinued.)  It  should  be  noted  that  the  significant  impacts  at  King/Middle 
Drive  East  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  the  STOP  signs  at  the  two  King  Drive 
approaches  (so  that  only  the  Middle  Drive  East  approach  would  be  stopped). 
However,  the  elimination  of  STOP  signs  at  the  intersection  may  affect  pedestrian 
circulation  and  safety.    In  addition,  the  significant  impacts  could  also  be  mitigated  with 
a  new  traffic  signal.  If  it  is  determined  that  the  elimination  of  STOP  signs  and  the 
installation  of  a  new  traffic  signal  were  not  feasible,  a  monitoring  program  similar  to 
the  one  planned  for  Fulton/Stanvan  would  need  to  be  established. 

In  general,  the  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  result  in  increases  in  traffic  volumes 
and  vehicular  delay  along  King  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  roadways,  since 
north/south  access  would  be  restricted  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Park.  As  a  result, 
the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessv  travel  times  through  this  section  of  the  Park  would 
increase  in  both  the  northbound  and  southbound  directions. 

The  effect  of  the  closure  on  intersection  operating  conditions  was  not  assessed  for  the 
Baseline  plus  Project  Phase  I.  Parking  Variant  2  conditions,  or  the  Baseline  plus 
Project  Phase  II  conditions.  Since  the  intersection  operating  conditions  with  Parking 
Variant  2  are  similar  to  those  with  Parking  Variant  1.  the  traffic  impacts  and  proposed 
mitigation  measures  associated  with  the  Kennedy  Drive  closure  would  also  be  similar. 
With  Phase  II.  since  the  proposed  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  end  at  Eighth 
Avenue,  access  to  and  from  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  be  maintained.  As 
such,  the  proposed  closure  would  not  affect  operations  of  the  through  street. 

Muni  and  Transit  Effects 

City's  Transit  First  Policy 
Comments 

Does  the  increased  traffic  impact  on  Muni  violate  San  Francisco's  Transit  First  Policy? 
(Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

The  most  serious  flaw  of  the  study,  both  in  its  methodology  and  overall  transportation 
projections,  is  that  it  stands  in  clear  contradiction  to  the  transit  first  provisions  of  both 
Proposition  J  and  the  city's  own  planning  guidelines.  The  only  transit  improvement  contained 
in  this  document  is  this  —  that's  it  —  changing  the  name  of  the  Muni  44  line. 
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And  I  would  also  note  on  page  1 17  of  the  document  that  the  planners  project  that  only  8 
percent  of  museum  visitors  will  use  public  transit  with  no  analysis  of  how  this  —  of  how  to 
increase  that  percentage.  In  fact,  there  are  no  transit  mitigation  measures  associated  with  these 
projects  at  all,  and  the  report  doesn't  even  mention  this  city's  own  transportation  department's 
G  Line  feasibility  study.  This  is  scandalous,  and  it  is  clearly  out  of  keeping  with  any  transit 
first  orientation  and  with  the  city's  own  transit  policies.    (Steve  Chapman) 

There  is  no  mention  of  the  City's  Transit  First  policy,  called  for  in  both  the  City's  General 
Plan  and  Proposition  J.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Where  are  the  MUNI  IMPROVEMENTS?   (Susan  Witka) 

Response 

The  elements  of  the  Transportation  Implementation  Plan  (TIP)  are  consistent  with  the  City's 
Transit  First  policy  in  that  they  would  improve  pedestrian  and  bicycle  circulation  within  the 
Music  Concourse  and  other  areas  of  the  Park,  reduce  effects  of  autos  in  the  Music  Concourse, 
incorporate  traffic  calming  and  transit  improvements,  promote  bicycle  use,  and  improve 
connectivity  of  Muni  service  to  regional  transit  providers. 

Impacts  on  Existing  Muni  Service 
Comment 

Lack  of  Transit  Mitigation  Measures 

The  City's  Transit-First  policy,  adopted  in  1988  by  ballot  (Prop.  E)  requires  that  sponsors  of 
all  projects  move  towards  implementation  of  a  transit-oriented  model  of  development.  The 
proposed  projects  do  not  do  this,  and  are  inconsistent  with  the  policy.  Tellingly,  in  its  study 
and  analysis  of  future  impacts,  the  DEIR  assumes  that  only  8%  of  the  visitors  will  arrive  by 
transit  (p.  117).  This  proportion  of  transit-users  is  then  projected  into  the  future,  and  no 
attempt  is  made  within  the  study  for  suggesting  ways  to  reduce  the  automobile  impact  or  to 
improve  public  transportation.  This  is  in  clear  violation  of  city  policy  on  transportation  policy 
(as  expressed,  for  instance,  in  the  Interim  Guidelines),  which  calls  for  transportation 
mitigation  for  projects  deemed  to  have  significant  impacts.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller, 
Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Proposition  E,  passed  on  November  2,  1999,  created  a  Municipal  Transportation  Agency, 
which  combines  Muni  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  In  addition,  Proposition  E 
established  new  service  standards  and  milestones  for  Muni,  including  service  delivery,  service 
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reliability,  safety  and  staffing.  As  part  of  this  proposition,  the  City's  transit  first  policy  was 
codified. 

Based  on  data  provided  by  the  Corporation  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums,  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences,  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  it  was  estimated  that  about  8  percent 
of  the  visitors  to  the  de Young  Museum  and  the  CAS  take  transit.  It  is  possible  that  there  may 
be  a  shift  in  travel  modes  from  private  vehicles  to  transit  in  the  future.  However,  the 
assumption  that  the  current  travel  modes  would  continue  represents  a  conservative  estimate  of 
the  vehicle  trips  and  parking  demand  associated  with  the  two  institutions. 

The  DEIR  did  not  identify  unavoidable  significant  traffic  impacts  with  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  of 
the  proposed  project.  Although  there  would  be  some  intersections  that  would  operate  at 
unacceptable  conditions  in  the  future,  most  of  these  conditions  could  be  improved  by 
mitigation  measures.  At  the  other  locations,  the  poor  operating  conditions  would  primarily  be 
a  factor  of  the  background  growth  in  traffic  volumes,  not  vehicles  destined  to  or  from  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility.  The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions  at  the  study  intersections  that  could  not  be 
improved  to  acceptable  conditions. 

Comments 

The  DEIR,  on  page  143  mentions  "minor  delays  in  bus  operation".  All  possible  delays  to 
Muni  should  be  accompanied  by  mitigations  to  eliminate  the  delay.  The  Alternative  with  no 
garage  entrance  eliminates  this  delay.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee, 
Sierra  Club) 

The  project  is  lacking  any  major  improvement  to  transit  and  would  actually  adversely  impact 
transit  service  in  and  around  the  area.    (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  additional  delays  to  Muni  service  within  the  Park  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to 
warrant  mitigation  measures,  such  as  increased  transit  service.  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated 
that  these  delays  would  be  somewhat  offset  by  the  reduction  in  travel  times  for  buses  into  and 
through  the  Music  Concourse  roadways. 
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The  DEIR  did  not  analyze  an  alternative  with  no  garage  entrance/exit  at  Academy  Drive. 
Although  the  elimination  of  the  garage  entrance/exit  at  Academy  Drive  would  reduce  the 
impact  on  intersection  operations  and  Muni  service  on  King  Drive,  it  would  require  all 
vehicles  destined  to  and  from  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  to  use  Fulton  Street.  The 
resulting  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  Fulton  Street  and  Stanyan  Street  would  likely  result  in 
substantial  impacts  at  the  Fulton  Street  intersections  and  could  adversely  affect  operations  of 
the  5-Fulton,  21-Hayes  and  33-Ashbury  bus  lines. 

Comment 

Where's  input  to  the  project  from  MUNI?  Public  transportation  is  of  extreme  importance,  yet 
it  is  not  addressed,  AND  we  want  the  proposed  (and  maybe  possible)  G  line  to  be  mentioned 
so  that  it  will  be  considered  in  the  future.    (Pat  Christensen) 

Response 

Muni  has  been  involved  throughout  the  environmental  review  process,  including  review  of  the 
Transportation  Study  for  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  Muni  has  been  a  part  of  the 
development  of  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle,  the  TIP,  and  the  transit  improvement  measures  (see  p. 
195  of  the  DEIR). 

See  the  response  on  C&R  p.  221  regarding  the  G-Line. 
Comments 

The  EIR  document  correctly  notes  that  "Prop.  J  was  intended  in  part  to  address  the  importance 
of  developing  and  implementing  a  comprehensive  'transit  first'  transportation  and  parking 
management  plan  for  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  the  remainder  of  the  Park,"  and  that  "The 
Park's  future  also  includes  the  need  to  ensure  that  it  is  accessible  by  all  forms  of 
transportation"  (p.  35).  However,  the  proposed  projects  offer  little  of  substance  and  continue 
to  favor  the  private  automobile  over  other  forms  of  transportation,  in  violation  of  the  city's 
own  policy  guidelines.  The  seasonal  intra-park  shuttle  and  changing  the  name  of  the  Muni  44 
line  to  include  Golden  Gate  Park  do  not  constitute  meaningful  transit  improvements.  (Steven 
Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Question-How  will  increased  auto  traffic  on  Ninth  Avenue  and  Martin  Luther  King  Drive 
impacting  the  #44  line  and  increasing  the  dangers  to  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  be  mitigated? 
(Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

A  second  garage  entrance  just  west  of  the  Academy  has  been  added  to  the  design  even  though 
Prop  J  stated  that  entrances  to  the  garage  would  be  outside  of  the  Park.  There  are  no 
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alternatives  in  the  proposal  without  this  unnecessary  second  entrance  and  no  consideration  of 
how  this  would  impact  the  9th  Ave  and  Lincoln  intersection  that  is  an  important  Muni 
intersection.  Eliminating  this  entrance  would  divert  garage  traffic  from  MLK  Drive  and 
reduce  the  impacts  of  traffic  congestion  on  the  Muni  44  Line  on  Ninth  Avenue  and  constitute  a 
"transit  enhancement"  and  "implementation  of  transit  first".  We  recommend  that  this  entrance 
be  deleted.  (Andrew  Sullivan,  Chair,  Rescue  Muni) 

Response 

With  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility,  traffic  volumes  along  Ninth  Avenue  and  King 
Drive  would  not  substantially  increase  over  Baseline  conditions.  Although  the  increases  in 
traffic  volumes  may  result  in  minor  delays  to  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line,  they  would 
not  significantly  impact  Muni  operations  as  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  142-144.  See  the  response 
on  C&R  p.  38  regarding  a  second  entrance  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility. 

Comment 

Lastly,  we  note  the  DEIR  cites  particular  delays  to  southbound  buses.  Current  delays  are 
actually  most  notable  in  the  northbounddirection.    (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service 
Planning,  and  James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)) 

Response 

On  the  basis  of  field  observations  of  traffic  and  transit  operations  inside  and  outside  the  Park, 
minimal  transit  delays  were  observed  inside  the  Park  in  the  northbound  direction.  Most 
northbound  delays  occur  along  Ninth  Avenue,  primarily  due  to  the  traffic  signal  at  Lincoln 
Way. 

Comment 

The  discussion  should  provide  a  level  of  service  standard  for  MUNI  as  reference.  The  report 
indicates  that  there  will  be  an  increase  in  travel  time  for  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  Line  by  one  to 
two  minutes  during  the  weekday  PM  peak.  Please  clarify  the  significance  as  it  relates  to 
existing  MUNI  Standard  and  the  impact  to  MUNI's  level  of  service.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  1 15  discusses  significance  criteria  for  transit  impacts,  as  noted  below: 


The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  a 
substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  adjacent 
transit  capacity,  resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a 
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substantial  increase  in  operating  costs  such  that  significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit 
service  levels  could  result.  With  the  Muni  and  regional  transit  screenlines  analyses,  the 
project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  transit  provider  if  project-related  transit 
trips  would  cause  the  capacity  utilization  standard  to  be  exceeded  during  the  weekday 
PM  peak  hour. 

Muni  does  not  have  a  level  of  service  standard  with  respect  to  travel  times.  With  mitigation 
measures  identified  on  DEIR  p.  195  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton  Street/Eighth  Avenue  and 
along  King  Drive/Eighth  Avenue,  delays  to  Muni  service  would  be  reduced.  As  a  result,  the 
Muni  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  would  encounter  minimal  increase  in  delay  through  the  Park. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  should  be  amended  to  show  which  Muni  bus  lines  operate  on  each  of  the  streets 
described  in  Traffic  Setting  on  page  103.  The  many  tables  which  show  Level  of  Service 
should  also  show  which  Muni  lines  are  affected.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation 
Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  average  delay  per  vehicle  and  the  LOS  operating  condition  is  based  on  the  intersection  as 
a  whole.  Since  the  Muni  lines  only  travel  on  one  or  two  approaches  at  some  intersections,  the 
overall  delay  and  level  of  service  would  not  be  a  correct  representation  of  the  delays  to  transit. 
Conservatively,  Muni  vehicles  could  be  delayed  by  several  seconds  per  signal  cycle  at  study 
intersections;  this  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  impact. 

The  following  text  is  added  to  DEIR  pp.  101-105  to  indicate  which  Muni  bus  lines  operate  on 
streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  101,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  the  Muni  44-Q,Shaughnessy  bus  line 
runs  on  a  portion  of  Cabrillo  Street. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  101,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  the  Muni  5-Fulton.  21-Haves.  and  33- 
Stanvan  bus  lines  run  on  Fulton  Street. 
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The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  101,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph: 

"In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16- AX  and  16-BX  Noriega  A 
and  B  Expresses  run  on  Fell  Street". 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  101,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16-AX  and  16-BX  Noriega  A  and 
B  Expresses  run  on  Oak  Street. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  102,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16AX  and  16BX  Noriega  A  and 
B  Expresses,  and  the  71  and  71 L  Haight-Noriega  regular  and  Limited  bus  line  run  on 
Lincoln  Way. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  102,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line  runs  on 
Irving  Street. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  102,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph: 

The  Muni  7-Haight.  21 -Hayes.  33-Stanyan,  and  66-Ouintara  bus  lines  run  on  portions 
of  Stanyan  Street. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  102,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  33-Stanvan  bus  line  and  the  N- 
Judah  light  rail  line  run  on  Arguello  Boulevard. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  103,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  21-Haves  and  44-Q,Shaughnessv 
bus  lines  run  on  Eighth  Avenue. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  103,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-Q,Shaughnessv  bus  line  and 
N-Judah  light  rail  line  run  on  Ninth  Avenue. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  103,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L  Nineteenth  Avenue 
regular  and  Limited  bus  lines  run  on  Park  Presidio  Boulevard. 
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The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  103,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L  Nineteenth  Avenue 
regular  and  limited  bus  lines  run  on  Nineteenth  Avenue. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  103,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  fifth  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  28  and  28L  Nineteenth  Avenue 
regular  and  limited  bus  lines  run  on  Crossover  Drive. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  104,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  16AX  and  16BX  Noriega  A  and 
B  Express  bus  lines  run  on  Kezar  Drive. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  104,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-O-Shaughnessey  bus  line  runs 
on  King  Drive. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  104,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph: 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  site,  the  Muni  44-O'Shaughnessev  bus  line  runs 
on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive. 

Relocation  of  Bus  Stop  at  Tenth/Fulton 

Comments 

Page  S-  13  MUNI  —  It  should  be  noted  that  the  relocation  of  the  MUNI  stop  at  Tenth  Avenue 
would  be  permanent  A  discussion  of  pedestrian  circulation  to  and  from  the  Music  concourse 
using  the  relocated  bus  stop  should  be  included.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  moving  of  the  5-Fulton  Muni  stop  from  10th  to  11th  Avenue  will  force  park  visitors  to 
cross  additional  trafficked  street  and  to  walk  an  additional  block  to  simply  reach  a  Park 
entrance.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  impacts  of  the  relocation  of  the  Muni  bus  stop  from  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  to 
Eleventh  Avenue  is  presented  in  DEIR  p.  143.  Transit  riders  using  the  new  bus  stop  at 
Eleventh  Avenue  would  need  to  walk  an  additional  block  to  access  the  Park  at  Tenth  Avenue. 
However,  visitors  to  the  Music  Concourse  area  would  also  use  the  existing  bus  stop  at  Eighth 
Avenue  serving  the  44-O'Shaughnessy,  5-Fulton,  and  21 -Hayes  bus  lines.  Also,  it  is 
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anticipated  that  the  majority  of  the  visitors  to  the  park  using  the  5-Fulton  line  would  use  the 
bus  stop  at  Eighth/Fulton  and  access  the  Park  directly  at  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  instead  of 
continuing  to  Eleventh  Avenue. 

Intra-Park  Shuttle 
Comment 

As  there  are  no  significant  improvements*  to  Transit  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  either  locally 
or  regionally,  the  increased  traffic  generated  by  the  Phase  I  garage  can  only  reduce  Transit 
access  to  and  through  the  Park. 

*Note:  The  free  inter-park  shuttle  as  a  trial  was  successful  on  weekends  during  the  Summer, 
but  as  funding  for  this  service  is  not  available  nor  identified  for  7  day  a  week,  12  months  a 
year  service.  Reference  to  this  as  a  permanent  improvement  is  inappropriate.  Likewise, 
removal  of  parking  spaces  on  MLK  between  Middle  Drive  and  Lincoln  to  create  a  bus  lane 
would  be  offset  by  increased  traffic  congestion  in  the  9th  Ave.  Lincoln  to  Judah  corridor 
created  by  the  Garage.    (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  will  continue  in  2003.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  17,  the  Intra-Park 
Shuttle  is  part  of  the  TIP  component  of  the  proposed  project  and  is  not  considered  a  mitigation 
measure  or  an  improvement  measure. 

The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on 
Ninth  Avenue,  as  compared  to  Baseline  conditions.  As  a  result,  there  would  not  be  a 
significant  increase  in  congestion  at  the  intersections  of  Ninth/Lincoln  and  Ninth/Irving. 

Also  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  143  regarding  conditions  on  Ninth  Avenue. 

Muni  Service  Improvements 
Comment 

The  DEIR  should  delete  mention  of  transit  capacity  on  p.  109.  —  In  San  Francisco  we  should 
welcome  projects  that  have  so  much  reliance  on  transit  that  service  increases  may  be  required. 
In  addition,  transit  capacity  concerns  are  only  viable  for  a  transit  attractor  not  a  garage. 
(Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 
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Response 

The  Planning  Department's  transit  analysis  criteria  for  environmental  impact  studies  include 
the  assessment  of  the  increase  in  ridership  with  respect  to  the  available  capacity,  and  whether 
the  project  would  result  in  additional  operational  delays.  Although  the  Underground  Parking 
Facility  would  not  be  a  "transit  attractor,"  the  discussion  of  the  available  capacity  is  necessary 
for  the  analysis  of  potential  project-related  impacts. 

Comments 

The  City  has  also  not  fully  evaluated  opportunities  to  improve  and  increase  local  and  regional 
transit  to  Golden  Gate  Park  prior  to  "fast  tracking"  this  parking  garage.  Please  fully  explore 
transit  alternatives  prior  to  approving  the  design  and  location  of  this  parking  garage.  (Eileen 
Ellis) 

In  addition,  the  intra-park  shuttle  is  not  funded  in  future  and  therefore  cannot  be  considered  a 
mitigation.  Only  projects  that  will  actually  continue  to  be  implemented  can  be  considered  as 
mitigation.  Therefore  the  DEIR  is  incorrect  in  stating  that  MUNI  service  improvements  are 
part  of  the  Proposition  J  projects.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

Not  only  is  there  no  mention  of  the  City's  Transit  First  Policy,  but  the  construction  of  the 
garage  is  contradictory  to  that  policy.  As  described,  the  plan  will  have  the  effect  of  increasing 
automobile  use  to  the  Park  while  doing  nothing  to  improve  public  transit. 

Suggestions  for  improvements  to  regional  transit  and  connections  in  addition  to  the  G  line  need 
to  be  included  in  this  document. 

The  parking  spaces  to  be  removed  to  compensate  for  the  added  garage  spaces  should  be 
removed  from  Muni  routes  within  the  Park.  (Andrew  Sullivan,  Chair,  Rescue  Muni) 

Response 

Section  III.D,  Transportation  (DEIR  pp.  142-144),  reviews  Phase  I  project  effects  on  Muni 
service,  including  Muni  service  delays;  relocation  of  Muni  stops  from  Tenth  Avenue  to 
Eleventh  Avenue;  effects  of  changes  on  traffic  volumes  on  Music  Concourse  roadways 
resulting  from  implementation  of  Phase  I,  including  the  removal  of  parking;  the  Intra-Park 
Shuttle;  and  traffic  calming  improvements.  The  DEIR  concludes  that  these  changes  would  not 
have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  transit  service  in  the  Park. 


As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  24,  Muni  service  improvements  proposed  as  part  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  would  be  intended  to  "enhance  and  market  transit  routes  to  Golden  Gate  Park."  This 
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would  be  a  cooperative  effort  between  GGPCA  and  Muni.  Future  changes  in  transit  service  to 
the  Park  under  this  element  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  change  EIR  conclusions 
regarding  transit  effects,  and  would  be  expected  to  improve  overall  transit  service  to  the  Park. 

Since  Proposition  J  included  the  construction  of  an  Underground  Parking  Facility,  a  transit 
"alternative"  to  the  facility  was  not  considered.  Two  of  the  components  of  the  TIP  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects  are  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  and  Cultural  Shuttle.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle 
includes  connections  to  all  the  major  Park  attractions  and  nearby  Muni  routes  and  has  been  run 
as  a  pilot  program  in  2001  and  2002.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  17,  the  GGPCA  is  preparing  a 
permanent  shuttle  as  part  of  the  TIP,  and  effects  of  a  permanent  shuttle  are  addressed  in  the 
EIR.  The  proposed  Cultural  Shuttle  would  provide  access  between  the  Park,  regional 
attractions  throughout  the  City,  and  major  regional  transit  terminals.  Studies  for  the  Cultural 
Shuttle  are  at  preliminary  stages,  and  no  operational  plans  are  yet  proposed. 

Comments 

Lack  of  Muni  Service  Improvements  (DEIR  Pages:  S-4,  S-  13,  S-22,  195)  -  The 
44  O'Shaughnessy  sign  will  change  to  the  44  Golden  Gate  Park.  This  is  hardly  an 
improvement.  Please  consider  funding  of  Muni  service  improvements  or  studies  of  rail  lines 
into  the  Park.    (Julian  Fisher) 

The  only  MUNI  improvement  identified  as  mitigation  for  the  garage  and  the  increased  traffic 
it  will  produce  is  the  alteration  of  the  44  O'Shaughnessy  sign  to  "44  Golden  Gate  Park".  No 
funding  of  service  improvements,  no  studies  of  new  rail  lines  into  the  park,  no  N-Judah  light 
rail  improvements.  It  is  not  justified  for  the  DEIR  to  say  that  MUNI  service  improvements  are 
a  part  of  the  Prop.  J  Projects.  In  addition,  several  of  the  project  elements  result  in  increased 
delay  to  MUNI  operations,  and  no  service  improvements  have  been  identified  to  address  these 
impacts.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Lack  of  MUNI  Service  Improvements  (DEIR  Pages:  S-4,  S-  13,  S-22,  195)  —  The  only 
MUNI  improvement  identified  as  mitigation  for  the  garage  and  the  increased  traffic  it  will 
produce  is  the  changing  of  the  44  O'  Shaughnessy  sign  to  "44  Golden  Gate  Park".  No  funding 
of  service  improvements,  no  studies  of  new  rail  lines  into  the  park,  no  N-Judah  improvements. 
It  is  not  justified  for  the  DEIR  to  say  that  MUNI  service  improvements  are  a  part  of  the  Prop. 
J  Projects.  In  addition,  several  of  the  project  elements  result  in  increased  delay  to  MUNI 
operations,  and  no  service  improvements  have  been  identified  to  address  these  impacts.  (Geoff 
Jones) 

Lack  of  MUNI  service  improvements.    (Patrick  Myall) 
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There  are  no  significant  transit  improvements  as  mandated  by  Prop  J  and  the  city's  "transit 
first"  policy.  The  only  transit  improvement  considered  is  changing  the  sign  on  the  front  of  a 
few  MUNI  buses.  This  is  clearly  not  a  good  faith  effort  to  solve  transportation  problems  by 
improving  transit  rather  than  building  more  infrastructure  for  cars.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

Response 

The  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  result  in  an  increase  in  traffic  volumes  destined  to 
the  Park  as  compared  with  Baseline  conditions.  The  minimal  increase  in  delay  to  the  Muni 
44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line— the  only  line  that  travels  through  the  Park — under  both  Phase  I 
and  Phase  II  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  would  not  represent  a  significant  impact  and 
would  not  necessitate  increase  in  service  on  this  line.  Implementation  of  the  proposed 
GGPCA  Projects  would  not  substantially  affect  operations  of  the  Muni  N-Judah  light  rail  line 
or  the  other  Muni  bus  lines  that  operate  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Park.  In  addition,  a  number  of 
improvements  included  in  the  TIP  would  serve  to  enhance  transit  operations,  and 
improvements  measures  identified  for  surface  circulation  and  transit  (see  pp.  194-195  in  the 
DEIR)  would  serve  to  reduce  the  effects  of  the  traffic  volumes  destined  to  and  from  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility. 

Muni  G-Line 
Comments 

No  Consideration  of  Transit  Alternatives 

The  DEIR  does  not  sufficiently  study  transit  alternatives  to  the  proposed  garage.  Most 
egregiously,  the  transportation  study  component  of  the  DEIR  omits  any  reference  to  the  San 
Francisco  Transportation  Department's  own  2000  study  on  the  G-Line.  The  Transportation 
Agency  is  the  city  agency  in  charge  of  transportation  planning,  and  the  Study  contains  the 
most  detailed  study  of  analysis  of  transportation  options  (including  the  G-Line),  as  well  as 
other  options  referenced  in  section  8  of  the  Prop.  J  legislation.  That  these  plans  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  document  is  a  clear  violation  of  city's  transit-first  Policy  and  all  sound 
planning  practice.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The 
Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Rather  than  approve  an  oversized  garage,  I  would  urge  the  project  sponsors  to  study  transit 
alternatives  to  the  institution's  needs  and  in  particular  to  consider  building  the  G  Line 
extension  as  a  far  cheaper  and  more  effective  alternative  to  the  garage. 

With  the  bombs  about  to  fall  in  Iraq,  San  Francisco  has  to  decide  whether  it  will  continually 
allow  its  open  spaces  and  quality  of  life  to  be  sacrificed  to  the  needs  of  an  ever  expanding 
culture  or  whether  it's  time  to  implement  an  authentic  transit  first  policy  now.  {Steve 
Chapman) 
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"G-line"  rail  service  to  Golden  Gate  Park.  While  we  reiterate  that  MUNI  has  not  endorsed 
this  proposal,  we  agree  with  comments  that  have  been  raised  to  us  that  at  least  a  brief 
discussion  of  the  potential  "G-line"  historic  streetcar  service  into  Golden  Gate  Park  would  be 
appropriate.  Specifically  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  note,  assuming  such  is  the  case,  that  the 
garage  project  neither  advances  nor  prevents  future  consideration  of  this  project  and  that  it 
has,  or  has  not,  been  considered  as  an  alternative  or  adjunct  to  the  garage  for  transportation 
access  to  the  Concourse  area.    (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  and  James  D. 
Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)) 

Also,  the  proposed  G-line  streetcar  line  is  included  in  the  long-range  transit  plans  for  San 
Francisco.  The  DEIR  must  analyze  the  effect  the  garage  might  have  on  the  future  construction 
of  the  G-line.  (Michael  Smith,  President,  Walk  San  Francisco) 

As  explanation  for  the  G-Line,  in  Section  IV  Mitigation  Measures,  the  EIR  should  reference 
and  include  portions  of  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  Muni  G-Line 
Feasibility  Study  (July  2000),  specifically: 

"The  G-Line  would  offer  visitors  and  residents  a  viable  transit  alternative  for  trips  to 
Golden  Gate  Park.  A  successful  G-Line  could  contribute  to  a  reduction  of  private  autos 
entering  the  park  each  day  and  consequentially,  a  reduced  need  for  parking"  (p.  13). 

The  DEIR  should  note  that  the  G-Line  would  add  no  internal  combustion  engine  pollution  to 
the  Park  and  that  the  transportation  provided  by  a  G-Line  has  a  cost  efficiency  superior  to  the 
proposed  private  automobile  garage  --  the  projected  capital  cost  is  $25  million  (approximately 
half  the  cost  of  the  Garage).    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset 
Merchant  Association) 

Having  lived  in  the  Inner  Sunset  for  over  20  years  and  seeing  the  volume  of  traffic  on  the 
N-Judah,  I  request  that  the  DEIR  reference  and  include  data  regarding  the  Muni  G  Line  from 
the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  Feasibility  Study  of  July  2000,  as  part  of 
the  long-term  transit  plan  in  the  DEIR  for  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  possible  future  creation  of  a  G-Line  can  be  added  to  Section  III  Environmental  Setting  and 
Impacts,  section  D  Transportation  (pi 09)  and  section  F  Transit  and  to  MUNI  Service 
Improvements  (Section  F  Air  Quality,  p  188). 

As  explanation  for  the  G-Line,  in  Section  IV  Mitigation  Measures,  the  EIR  should  reference 
and  include  portions  of  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  Muni  G  Line 
Feasibility  Study  (July  2000),  specifically: 

1.  "The  F  Line  is  perhaps  Muni's  biggest  success  story,  carrying  nearly  2-1/2  times  the 
riders  that  were  projected  for  it." 

2.  "The  G  Line  would  offer  visitors  and  residents  a  viable  transit  alternative  for  trips  to 
Golden  Gate  Park.  A  successful  G  Line  could  contribute  to  a  reduction  of  private 
autos  entering  the  park  each  day  and  consequentially,  a  reduced  need  for  parking" 
(p.  13). 
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3.       "Only  about  one-half  mile  of  new  track  would  need  to  be  constructed  and  all  of  it 
would  be  at  grade"  (p.  14). 

The  DEIR  should  note  that  G-Line  would  add  no  internal  combustion  engine  pollution  to  the 
Park  and  that  the  transportation  provided  by  a  G-Line  has  a  cost  efficiency  superior  to  the 
proposed  private  automobile  garage— the  projected  capital  cost  is  $25  million  (approximately 
half  the  cost  of  the  Garage).  This  should  be  included  in  the  G-Line's  description.  (Pinky 
Kushner) 

Lack  of  MUNI  Input  and  Participation  -  The  participation  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway  in  this  DEIR  is  so  minimal  and  lacking  that  no  adequate  or  accurate  conclusion  can  be 
made  of  the  project's  impact  on  the  Preferential  Transit  Corridor  can  be  made.  The  F  line  for 
the  historic  street  cars,  which  are  so  successful  on  Market  Street  and  the  Embarcadero  for 
travel  to  Fishermen's  Wharf,  should  be  discussed,  with  the  G  Line  included  as  part  of  future 
public  transportation  access  to  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  possible  future  creation  of  a  G  Line  -  The  possible  future  creation  of  a  G  Line  can  be 
added  to  Section  III  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  section  D  Transportation  (p  109)  and 
section  F  Transit  and  to  MUNI  Service  Improvements  (section  F  Air  Quality,  p.  188).  (Jim 
Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

The  Muni  G-line  is  not  mentioned  in  the  DEIR.  This  historic  trolley  line  would  help  Prop  J's 
stated  goal  to  "reduce  the  impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park."  The  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority  Muni  G  Line  Feasibility  Study  (July2000)  states  that:  "The  G  Line 
would  offer  visitors  and  residents  a  viable  transit  alternative  for  trips  to  Golden  Gate  Park.  A 
successful  G  line  could  contribute  to  a  reduction  of  private  autos  entering  the  park  each  day 
and  consequentially,  a  reduced  need  for  parking"(p.  13). 

"The  new  service  would  create  a  unique  transit  riding  opportunity  for  both  City 
residents  and  visitors  who  currently  have  no  direct  form  of  transit  connecting  them  with 
Golden  Gate  Park."  (p.  13) 

"Overall,  the  development  of  the  G  line  would  be  a  relatively  minor  construction 
project.  Only  about  one  half  mile  of  new  track  would  need  to  be  constructed  and  all  of 
it  would  be  at  grade"  (p.  14) 

We  strongly  urge  the  GGPCA  to  include  construction  of  the  G-line  trackage  and  overhead 
wiring  in  the  Concourse  Garage  project.  This  can  happen  at  low  marginal  cost  (the  concourse 
will  already  have  been  torn  up!)  and  will  have  substantial  transit  benefits  for  Golden  Gate  Park 
users  and  neighbors.  (Andrew  Sullivan,  Chair,  Rescue  Muni) 

•        The  project  is  contradictory  to  the  city's  Transit  First  policy:  It  increases  automobile 
use  to  the  Park  while  doing  nothing  to  improve  public  transit.  The  Muni  G-line  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  DEIR.  This  historic  trolley  line  would  help  Prop  J's  stated  goal  to 
"reduce  the  Impact  of  automobiles  in  the  Park."  (Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole 
Valley  Improvement  Association) 
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Response 

The  G-Line  concept  would  extend  the  Muni  F-Line  historic  streetcar  service  to  Golden  Gate 
Park  via  Market  Street  and  the  N-Judah  route  to  Irving  Street  to  new  Tracks  on  Ninth  Avenue. 
The  line  would  enter  the  Park  on  King  Drive  and  would  then  loop  on  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways. 

The  G-Line  concept  has  not  yet  been  adopted  by  Muni  and  is  not  within  their  Short  Range 
Transit  Plan  for  2002  -  2021 ,  or  in  Muni's  A  Vision  for  Rapid  Transit  in  San  Francisco. 
While  a  preliminary  feasibility  study  was  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority,  additional  studies  would  need  to  be  conducted  to  determine  its 
feasibility  and  resolve  anticipated  issues,  such  as  maintenance  facility  capacity,  track 
configuration  on  surface  streets,  terminal  configuration  within  the  Park,  availability  of  historic 
streetcars,  capital  and  operating  funding,  and  competition  for  resources  with  other  service 
needs  throughout  the  Muni  system.  As  such,  the  inclusion  of  the  G-Line  in  the  DEIR  was 
considered  speculative. 

However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  construction  of  the  garage  and  implementation  of  the 
other  elements  of  the  TIP  would  not  preclude  the  construction  of  the  G-Line. 

Special  Events 
Comments 

Page  151  -  Special  Events  are  assumed  to  occur  at  night  however  there  should  be  a  discussion 
on  what  happens  when  Special  Events  occur  during  the  day  or  on  the  weekends.  Impacts 
should  be  identified  and  analyzed  for  day  and  night.  In  the  event  that  these  special  activities 
create  significant  traffic  and  parking  impacts,  special  mitigation  measures  should  be  introduced 
to  establish  time  restrictions  for  special  events  at  the  New  de  Young  and  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden 
Gate  Park) 

The  Special  Event  Operations  section  only  discusses  events  occurring  at  the  two  museums  and 
does  not  discuss  Park  events  occurring  in  the  Concourse.  These  events  are  likely  to  be 
significantly  larger  than  events  typically  held  by  the  institutions  and  should  be  discussed. 
(Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 
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Missing  is  any  discussion  of  the  accumulated  impacts  of  large  events  within  the  Concourse  to 
Traffic  or  Transit.  Crowd  of  up  to  20,000  have  been  common  in  the  Concourse  since  1900 
when  75,000  filled  the  area  for  the  dedication.    (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

The  special  events  discussion  in  the  DEIR  (p.  151)  assessed  how  the  proposed  Underground 
Parking  Facility  would  operate  during  special  events  at  the  New  de Young  and  CAS.  It  is 
anticipated  that  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  operations  would  be  similar  during  Music 
Concourse  events  other  than  New  de  Young  Museum  and  CAS  events. 

Throughout  the  year,  events  are  held  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  such  as  the  Bay  to  Breakers  and 
Opera  in  the  Park.  For  those  events,  transportation  plans  are  developed  to  address  the  special 
needs  and  effects  related  to  the  events,  including  traffic  restrictions,  additional  transit  and 
shuttle  service,  and  off-site  parking  facilities.  These  transportation  plans  would  be  required 
and  in  effect  for  future  events  in  the  Music  Concourse  area. 

Comment 

In  preparation  of  the  GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 
TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  #  2001.91  IE  ample  opportunity  existed  for  Wilbur  Smith 
Associates  to  inventory  parking  space  use  on  peak  usage  weekends,  with  multiple  events,  but 
none  were  done.  As  the  demands  on  'event'  weekends  place  burdens  on  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods,  these  special  situations  should  be  studied.    (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

Parking  conditions  in  and  around  the  Park  were  assessed  during  weekdays  and  weekends  in 
July  and  August.  During  the  counts,  there  was  good  weather  and  some  events  were  occurring 
within  the  Park.  Although  events  in  Golden  Gate  Park  attract  additional  visitors  and  create 
additional  parking  demand  in  the  Park  and  the  neighborhood,  these  do  not  represent  typical 
conditions.  Implementation  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  substantially  affect 
parking  conditions  during  events,  as  all  surface  parking  spaces  to  be  eliminated  would  be 
replaced  within  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  Hours  of  operation  are  anticipated  to  be 
until  10:00  PM  but  could  be  extended  for  special  nighttime  events  up  to  11:00  PM,  when  the 
Park  officially  closes.  In  addition,  other  components  of  the  TIP,  including  the  Intra-Park 
Shuttle  and  pedestrian/bicycle  improvements,  would  help  accommodate  the  visitors  to  these 
events. 
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Tour  Buses 
Comment 

The  effects  of  the  traffic  congestion  for  the  Museum  and  Academy  blockbuster  exhibits  and 
the  general  doubling  of  their  visitors  per  year  must  be  studied.  The  increased  traffic  from  tour 
buses  transiting  through  the  Inner  Sunset  and  the  effects  of  Diesel  pollution,  especially  on 
Ninth  Avenue,  must  be  studied.    (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset 
Merchant  Association) 

Response 

The  transportation  analysis  assessed  the  traffic  generated  by  all  institutions  in  the  area.  When 
completed,  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  new  CAS  would  create  an  increase  in  visitors 
from  existing  conditions,  and  therefore  the  traffic  and  parking  demand  generated  by  the 
additional  visitors  were  estimated  and  added  to  the  existing  traffic  and  parking  demand,  as 
discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  116-118. 

Historical  attendance  levels  were  used  to  estimate  the  anticipated  increase  in  attendance  at  the 
New  de  Young  and  the  new  CAS,  which  included  major  touring  exhibitions  and  other  events. 
Information  on  the  projected  visitor  levels  and  the  number  of  events  per  year  is  presented  in 
the  New  deYoung  Museum  EIR  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  Draft  EIR.  It  would 
not  be  appropriate  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  blockbuster  exhibits,  as  these  events  do  not  occur 
consistently.  In  addition,  during  blockbuster  exhibits,  special  arrangements  are  made  by  the 
institutions  to  accommodate  the  increase  in  attendance  (e.g.,  shuttle  to  UCSF  garage). 

Travel  demand  associated  with  the  tour  buses  was  incorporated  into  the  LOS  analysis  for  the 
study  intersections.  According  to  the  institutions,  there  is  not  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial 
increase  in  tour  bus  activity  with  the  New  deYoung  Museum  and  the  new  CAS  over  the 
previous  levels. 

Comment 

Note  that  all  tour  bus  and  traffic  wishing  to  enter  or  just  cross  the  Park  between  19th  Ave.  and 
Stanyan  use  the  9th  Ave.  corridor.  This  same  corridor  serves  at  least  5  transit  routes.  Any 
impacts  to  these  intersections  would  result  in  an  impact  to  the  city  transit  system.  {Christopher 
Duderstadt) 
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Response 

Based  on  field  observations  conducted  for  the  DEIR,  not  all  tour  bus  and  traffic  destined  to  the 
Park,  or  traveling  between  south  and  north  of  the  Park,  use  Ninth  Avenue.  During  the 
weekday  PM,  Saturday  midday,  and  Sunday  midday  peak  hours,  Nineteenth  Avenue  currently 
carries  five  to  ten  times  the  amount  of  traffic  than  Ninth  Avenue  (based  on  the  traffic  counts 
conducted  for  the  DEIR). 

The  intersections  of  Ninth  Avenue/Lincoln  Way  and  Ninth  Avenue/Irving  Street  were 
evaluated  to  determine  if  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  any  impacts  to  intersection 
operating  conditions.  During  the  three  analysis  periods,  no  significant  traffic  or  transit 
impacts  were  identified  at  either  location. 

Phase  II  Studies  and  Effects 

Phase  II  Effects  Outside  of  Park 
Comments 

Our  neighborhood  group  is  here  today  to  express  some  of  our  concerns  about  the  EIR.  We 
have  retained  a  traffic  engineer,  Steve  Abrams,  who  thoroughly  studied  the  EIR  transportation 
study.  Mr.  Abrams  found  that  with  respect  to  phase  two  it  was  not  adequately  studied  and, 
therefore,  should  not  be  certified  as  part  of  the  EIR  process.  We  support  those  findings. 
(Sandra  Treacy) 

I  have  a  strong  interest  in  ease  of  access  for  children  to  the  Academy  and  also  for  senior 
citizens,  of  which  I  count  myself  one.  I  think  that  the  Academy  has  a  wonderful  new  design 
that  seeks  to  integrate  the  Academy  into  the  park  in  a  way  that  will  become  compatible  with 
this  beautiful  natural  setting,  so  I  basically  support  Phase  I.  I  think  it  takes  into  account  the 
Academy's  design,  and  I  also  support  plans  to  make  the  concourse  safe,  accessible  and  to 
actually  add  improvements  that  would  reduce  impacts  on  the  traffic  in  the  park  and  in  the 
neighborhoods.    (Roberta  Borgonovo) 

I  was  retained  by  the  North  Park  Neighbors  Association,  and  I  must  tell  you  at  first  I  was  a 
little  hesitant  to  get  involved.  I  thought  they  just  wanted  to  oppose  the  garage.  But,  in  fact, 
they  support  the  garage,  and  they're  just  confused  by  some  of  these  rather  complex 
alternatives  in  phase  two,  which  have  a  lot  of  complex  circulation  changes  in  the  park  which, 
you  know,  could  use  a  traffic  engineer  to  help  understand,  so  they  really  they  were  had  a 
really  reasonable  request.  I  used  to  live  in  this  area  of  San  Francisco  and  work  as  a  traffic 
engineer  for  many  years.  I  worked  on  the  central  freeway,  traffic  study,  worked  for  UCSF  in 
the  past,  so  I'm  very  familiar  with  the  traffic  patterns  in  this  area.  And  so  what  I  realized 
when  I  looked  at  the  alternatives,  they  had  a  legitimate  concern.  You  know,  these  were 
extremely  complex  alternatives,  and  they  weren't  really  analyzed  adequately  as  far  as  the  first 
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alternative  for  the  garage  was,  which  seems  to  have  been  adequately  analyzed  fairly 
adequately. 

They  just  blanket  said  each  one  has  not  significant  impact.  And  you  can  tell  there's  a  problem 
because  there's  no  way  to  determine  which  alternative  is  better  from  a  traffic  operations 
standpoint.  Obviously  there  are  other  factors  to  consider  with  each  alternative,  but  you  need 
to  be  able  to  figure  out  which  one  is  the  best  alternative  for  traffic.  And  you  know,  while  you 
can  use  a  transit-first  policy  to  kind  of  blow  off  parking  shortfalls  that  might  be  created,  you 
can't  do  that  with  traffic  because  the  buses  have  to  also  share  these  traffic  lanes.  So  if  there's 
major  congestion  created  that's  not  anticipated,  that's  a  major  problem  for  the  area,  and  I 
don't  think  it's  been  addressed. 

Essentially  the  uncertainty  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the  garage  with  Phase  II  and  the 
other  alternatives  makes  it  impossible  to  determine  what  are  the  significant  impacts  and  if  there 
are  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  used  to  address  these,  so  I  would  strongly  implore 
you  to  remove  phase  two  and  the  other  alternatives  from  any  environmental  clearance  and 
study  these  further  in  a  more  comprehensive  traffic  study.    (Steve  Abrams) 

We  have  retained  a  professional  traffic  engineer,  Steve  Abrams,  to  thoroughly  review  both  the 
EIR  and  associated  traffic  study.  We  support  his  findings,  outlined  in  his  letter  to  you,  that  the 
EIR  and  traffic  study  did  not  adequately  study  Phase  II  of  the  project,  and  that  the  increased 
traffic  and  parking  problems  associated  with  Phase  II  have  not  been  adequately  described  nor 
mitigated.  In  a  letter  to  Joy  Navarette  dated  July  23,  2002,  we  specifically  requested  that  the 
EIR  present  information,  if  any,  that  would  demonstrate  the  benefit  of  the  Underground 
Through  Street  versus  the  impact  of  the  project  on  our  neighborhood.  We  expressed  a  concern 
that  the  proposed  Underground  Through  Street  would  not  receive  a  thorough  assessment  of 
any  benefits  of  that  street,  compared  with  the  diminishment  of  the  quality  of  our  residential 
neighborhoods.  That  concern  remains.    (North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

With  so  many  problems  identified  in  the  Transportation  Study  it  clearly  raises  concerns  about 
its  adequacy  to  serve  as  the  only  "substantial  evidence"  on  transportation,  particularly  for  such 
a  wide  range  of  complex  circulation  alternatives.  Our  review  has  raised  serious  questions 
about  the  adequacy  of  the  very  limited  mitigations  proposed  in  the  DEIR  and  also  found  there 
is  inadequate  information  to  conclude  that  there  are  no  significant  traffic  or  transportation 
impacts  of  any  kind.  We  believe  that  with  an  adequate  response  to  comments  the  City  could 
resolve  the  remaining  transportation  issues  associated  with  Phase  I  (the  underground  garage). 
However,  as  mentioned  above,  the  traffic  analysis  of  Phase  II  and  the  other  project  alternatives 
is  so  far  from  being  adequate  that  they  shouldn't  be  given  any  environmental  clearances  until 
more  comprehensive  transportation  studies  can  be  conducted.    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice 
President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  the  Introduction  of  this  Comments  &  Responses,  the  GGPCA  has  advised  the 
Planning  Department  that  it  now  proposes  to  implement  as  its  Preferred  Alternative  Phase  I, 
the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  and  the  TIP  Elements.  The  GGPCA  does  not  propose  to 
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implement  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  at  this  time.  Consequently,  Phase  II 
has  been  severed  from  the  project  and  would  not  be  treated  as  part  of  the  project  for  decision- 
making purposes.  However,  this  response  and  subsequent  responses  in  this  Phase  II 
subsection  address  comments  on  the  transportation  analysis  of  Phase  II  in  the  DEIR. 

The  DEIR  transportation  analysis  included  Phase  II  of  the  proposed  project.  In  general,  Phase 
II  would  add  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  the  closure  of  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways  to  Phase  I.  In  other  words,  all  components  of  the  Phase  I  project,  including  the 
removal  of  parking  throughout  the  Park,  implementation  of  the  TIP,  and  construction  of  the 
underground  parking  garage,  are  assumed  for  Phase  II.  The  results  of  the  Phase  II  analysis 
were  compared  to  the  results  of  the  Phase  I  analysis  to  isolate  the  impacts  of  the  Underground 
Through  Street  and  the  closure  of  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  to  through  traffic. 
Differences  between  the  results  of  the  Phase  II  and  Phase  I  analyses  were  discussed  in  the 
DEIR  on  DEIR  pp.  130-131  and  135  and  Tables  9,  10,  11,  DEIR  pp.  132-134. 

In  terms  of  intersections  serving  the  area  north  of  the  Park,  Level  of  Service  conditions  at 
intersections  such  as  Fulton/Eighth  or  Fulton/Tenth  would  not  be  substantially  different  with 
Phase  I  or  Phase  II.  See  also  responses  below  discussing  alternatives. 

Comments 

Our  firm  was  retained  by  the  North  Park  Neighbors  Association  to  review  the  Draft  EIR  and 
the  Transportation  Study  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects.  Our  review 
indicates  that  the  City  can  likely  resolve  the  remaining  transportation  issues  associated  with 
Phase  I  (the  underground  garage)  by  providing  a  response  to  the  comments  received,  as  per 
the  normal  requirements. 

We  have  prepared  a  long  list  of  evidence  that  clearly  shows  Phase  II  and  the  other  alternatives 
could  still  have  significant  environmental  effects  on  traffic  and  transportation,  even  with  the 
proposed  mitigations.  We  have  also  presented  extensive  evidence  that  the  DEIR  and  the 
Transportation  Study  have  numerous  errors  that  need  to  be  corrected  and  that  additional 
analyses  are  required  for  several  potentially  significant  impacts  that  have  not  been  addressed. 
We  believe  that  you  won't  have  to  look  far  within  these  reports  to  realize  that  only  Phase  I  (the 
underground  garage)  was  analyzed  with  sufficient  detail.  To  support  this,  we  have  provided 
evidence  that  overwhelmingly  shows  the  traffic  study  is  inadequate  and  cannot  legally  be  used 
by  the  DEIR  to  conclude  there  are  no  significant  impacts  with  respect  to  transportation. 
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Problems  with  the  EIR  Alternatives  Analysis  and  Project  Description  -  Although  the 
transportation  analysis  of  Alternative  B  (Phase  I  Only)  has  some  problems,  this  "underground 
garage  only"  alternative  appears  to  have  been  analyzed  in  sufficient  detail.  However,  our 
review  has  found  that  the  transportation  analysis  of  Phase  II  and  the  other  alternatives  is 
completely  inadequate.  In  fact,  the  EIR  and  Transportation  Study  contain  different  descriptions 
of  the  alternatives  and  they  are  unclear  as  to  what  exactly  is  the  proposed  project.  The  DEIR 
Alternatives  C  through  F  apparently  coincide  with  Transportation  Study  Alternatives  I  through 
4,  and  Phase  II  is  dismissed  as  "an  unfunded  public  enhancement". 

Because  of  its  status  it  apparently  received  less  attention  because  the  Transportation  Study 
somehow  concludes  that  there  are  essentially  no  changes  to  traffic  volumes  on  either  Lincoln 
Way  or  Fulton  Street  as  a  result  of  Phase  II.  This  is  also  true  for  the  various  alternatives  that 
were  supposedly  analyzed.  Please  note  on  Tables  5-1,  5-2,  7-1  and  7-2  that  Phase  II  and  the 
alternatives  being  proposed  have  the  exact  same  intersection  delay  results  on  Lincoln  Way  and 
Fulton  Drive  as  the  Baseline  plus  Phase  I  scenario.  This  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the  next 
section. 

Related  Problems  with  the  GGPCA  Projects  Transportation  Study  -  The  Transportation  Study 
prepared  for  the  EIR  has  clearly  made  numerous  oversights  in  their  analysis  of  the  traffic 
changes  associates  with  the  various  project  alternatives.  As  mentioned  above,  in  Tables  5-1  to 
5-3  and  7-1  to  7-3,  the  Transportation  Study  presents  the  exact  same  intersection  delay  results 
for  each  of  the  alternatives  at  all  intersections  except  those  directly  adjacent  to  the  concourse. 
In  other  words,  the  Transportation  Study  concludes  that  cutting  off  access  from  JFK  Drive  to 
the  Museums  and  building  an  Underground  Through  Street  would  not  have  any  effect  at  all  on 
operations  on  either  Fulton  Drive  or  Lincoln  Way.  Obviously,  this  is  not  possible  for  a 
number  of  reasons,  which  are  discussed  later  in  the  trip  distribution  section. 

These  should  be  presented  in  Tables  or  Figures  so  that  the  reviewer  can  determine  what  kind 
of  traffic  diversions  (if  any)  were  assumed. 

Also,  the  trip  distribution  seems  to  indicate  that  the  proposed  signage  programs  are  assumed  to 
be  in  place.  The  primary  improvement  measures  proposed  for  traffic  circulation  involve 
signage  but  the  overall  effects  of  these  signage  programs  are  speculative.  The  EIR  appears  to 
assume  that  all  traffic  bound  for  the  museums  and  the  Concourse  area  will  now  automatically 
follow  signs  around  the  perimeter  of  the  park  instead  of  coming  down  JFK  Drive.  The 
Transportation  Study  indicates  that  the  loss  of  the  connection  from  JFK  to  the  Concourse 
under  Phase  II  or  the  other  alternatives  would  not  result  in  any  traffic  diversion  at  all.  This 
implies  that  the  effectiveness  of  the  signage  program  has  been  greatly  overestimated  and  that 
the  signage  programs  should  be  included  as  a  mitigation  measure,  not  an  improvement 
measure.    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Surface  Circulation  Changes 

Phase  II  Assumptions:  Page  128  of  the  Draft  EIR  finds  that  with  Phase  II  "it  is  anticipated  that 
almost  all  of  the  existing  traffic  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  divert  to  the 
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tunnel."  While  this  may  be  true,  it  would  be  prudent  to  assume  as  alternatives,  other  changes, 
such  as  some  percentage  of  drivers  diverting  to  the  Stanyan/Lincoln  Avenue  route  to  reach  the 
southern  side  of  the  Park  rather  than  entering  the  Park  and  using  the  tunnel.  This  diversion 
could  significantly  impact  the  intersections  south  of  the  Park,  such  as  9th  Avenue  and  Lincoln, 
and  possibly  also  other  intersections  in  the  neighborhood.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine 
Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

With  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  it  was  projected  that  all  traffic  currently  using 
Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  to  travel  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  King  Drive 
would  use  the  Underground  Through  Street.  As  this  roadway  would  be  located  only  a  short 
distance  from  the  Music  Concourse,  it  was  assumed  that  traffic  would  not  divert  to  other 
north-south  streets,  such  as  Crossover  Drive  or  Stanyan  Street.  Those  latter  routes  are  further 
from  the  Concourse.  Similarly,  as  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  replace  the  existing 
through  route  on  Academy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive,  traffic  on  Crossover  Drive  or 
Stanyan  Street  would  divert  into  the  Park.  As  a  result,  only  the  study  intersections  in  the 
Music  Concourse  area  would  be  affected  by  Phase  II. 

Alternative  C:  Phase  I  with  Muni  and  Emergency  Vehicle  Access  would  eliminate  through 
access  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  with  no  bypass  routes,  and  Alternative  D,  Ramp 
Under  Kennedy  Drive  to  Underground  Through  Street,  would  extend  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street  to  Fulton  Street,  and  there  would  be  substantial  changes  to  the 
traffic  patterns  in  and  around  the  Park  (see  DEIR  pp.  212-218).  Alternative  E,  Surface 
Through  Street,  would  replace  the  Underground  Through  Street  with  a  surface  roadway,  and 
there  would  be  no  changes  to  the  traffic  volumes  as  compared  to  Phase  II  (see  DEIR  pp.  218- 
221).  Alternative  F,  Traffic  Loop,  would  replace  the  existing  configuration  of  Kennedy  Drive 
and  Academy  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive  with  a  new  traffic  loop,  and  there  would  be  minor 
changes  to  the  traffic  volumes  in  this  area,  but  would  not  affect  other  parts  of  the  Park  (see 
DEIR  pp.  221-223). 

The  Alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIR  and  the  Transportation  Study  have  different  labels  but 
are  the  same:  Alternatives  C  through  F  in  the  DEIR  are  the  same  as  Alternative  1  through  4  in 
the  Transportation  Study. 
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Similar  to  the  analysis  of  Phase  II,  the  analysis  of  the  four  circulation  alternatives  were 
compared  to  Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project.  The  differences  between  the  Alternatives  and 
Phase  I  were  detailed  in  the  report. 

Phase  II  Effects  Inside  of  Park 
Comments 

I  don't  have  an  objection  to  the  underground  through  street,  but  I  do  worry  over  the  city 
objective  of  no  vehicle  access  through  the  Concourse  area  to  the  Academy,  so  I  hope  when 
Phase  II  is  examined  more  fully,  that  the  whole  transportation  plan  will  be  taken  into  account 
and  especially  its  effect  on  the  Academy.    (Roberta  Borgonovo) 

Although  the  Academy  has  no  objection  to  an  underground  through  street  as  detailed  in  Phase 
II,  we  are  concerned  that  the  Phase  II  project  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIR  would  restrict  or 
eliminate  existing  through  traffic  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  (Megan 
Levitan) 

The  Phase  II  alignment  need  not  necessarily  preclude  access  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Music 
Concourse.  However,  the  project  description  expressly  provides  that  Phase  II  would  restrict  or 
eliminate  existing  through  traffic  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  As  discussed 
above,  accommodating  a  diverse  patron  base,  including  substantial  numbers  of  school 
children,  is  a  key  objective  of  the  new  Academy.  Currently,  more  than  700,000  visitors  come 
to  the  Academy  every  year,  including  more  than  150,000  children  attending  as  part  of  school 
groups.  More  than  40,000  of  the  Academy's  visitors  are  children  ages  3  and  under,  and  tens 
of  thousands  of  our  visitors  are  senior  citizens.  Based  on  an  extensive  study  conducted  by 
Economic  Research  Associates,  we  anticipate  that  the  Academy's  attendance  will  nearly 
double  after  the  new  Academy  opens.    (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director, 
California  Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

Phase  II  -  Underground  Through  Street  would  restrict  access  from  King  Drive  to  the  Music 
Concourse  roadways  to  reduce  further  the  number  of  vehicles  in  the  Music  Concourse  and 
enhance  the  pedestrian  experience.  A  number  of  alternatives  to  the  Phase  II  alignments  were 
analyzed  and  are  documented  in  Chapter  VI  of  the  DEIR,  some  of  which  would  not  restrict 
access  between  King  Drive  and  Music  Concourse  roadways. 

Under  Phase  II,  tour  buses  and  autos  would  still  be  able  to  access  Academy  Drive  from  King 
Drive  and  drop  off  and  pick  up  passengers  from  the  passenger  loading  bay  serving  the  new 
Academy.  The  increased  attendance  at  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  New 
de Young  has  been  included  in  the  transportation  analysis. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _     „  ^  ■  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-229  — — — - 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Comment 

DEIR,  PAGE  S-13 

"King  Drive  between  Academy  Drive  and  Lincoln  Way  would  become  more  congested 
with  traffic  increases  resulting  from  Phase  II,  which  would  potentially  increase  travel 
times  for  the  #44  by  about  one  to  two  minutes  during  peak  weekday  PM  hours." 

This  statement  is  not  supported  by  fact  as  traffic  is  just  shifted  from  Tea  Garden  and 
Concourse  to  Middle  Drive  and  the  new  cross-park  road.  No  increase  is  implied  for  MLK. 
There  would  be  an  increase  to  traffic  on  Middle  Drive  East,  but  this  is  not  discussed  in  the 
Draft  EIR.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  page  S-13,  third  paragraph  is  replaced  with  the  following  paragraph: 

With  Phase  II.  Muni  bus  operations  through  the  Music  Concourse  and  along 
King  Drive  between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  improve, 
as  a  result  of  the  diversion  of  traffic  on  the  Music  Concourse  roadways. 
However,  the  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to  Middle  Drive  East  and  the 
Underground  Through  Street  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  the  average 
delay  per  vehicle  at  the  intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive  East,  which  may 
result  in  minor  increases  to  Muni  travel  times  through  the  intersection. 

DEIR  page  144,  first  paragraph  is  replaced  with  the  following  paragraph: 

With  Phase  II.  Muni  bus  operations  through  the  Music  Concourse  and  along 
King  Drive  between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  improve. 
Since  all  through  traffic  would  be  diverted  to  the  Underground  Through  Street 
and  only  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  would  be  able  to  travel  between  the 
Music  Concourse  roadways  and  Kennedy  Drive,  there  would  be  a  substantial 
reduction  in  traffic  volumes  on  Academy  Drive.  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  a 
section  of  King  Drive.  However,  with  Phase  II.  the  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to 
Middle  Drive  East  and  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  result  in  an 
slight  increase  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  at  the  intersection  of 
King/Middle  Drive  East.  As  a  result,  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  minor 
increases  in  Muni  travel  times  through  this  intersection. 

Comment 

The  Academy  requests  that  the  restrictions  on  access  be  described  as  an  optional  component  of 
Phase  II,  to  be  assessed  by  decision-makers  in  light  of  the  entire  transportation  improvement 
plan  and  conflicts  with  the  Academy  project.  We  also  ask  that  the  text  be  revised  to  indicate 
the  conceptual  status  of  Phase  II  and  to  acknowledge  potential  conflicts  with  the  Academy 
project. 
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These  and  other  measures  ensure  that  the  Concourse  area  will  remain  pedestrian  and  transit 
friendly.  By  contrast,  the  measures  that  restrict  vehicle  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  Drive 
entrance  to  the  Academy  are  inconsistent  with  the  Academy  project  for  the  reasons  described 
above.  Specifically,  we  request  that  the  text  be  modified  to  eliminate  improvement  measures 
2(c)  and  (d)  as  part  of  the  project.  These  should  be  listed  as  optional  elements  of  Phase  II,  for 
the  reasons  discussed  above.    (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California 
Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

The  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  17,  is  intended  to  reduce 
cross-park  vehicular  traffic  through  the  Music  Concourse.  Figure  4,  Proposed  Site  Plans  with 
Phase  II,  DEIR  p.  10  and  DEIR  p.  131,  describe  changes  with  Phase  II  that  would  restrict 
access  to  the  Concourse  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  only.  Phase  II 
would  result  in  a  significant  LOS  impact  at  Kennedy/Eighth/Underground  Through  Street  for 
weekday  PM  peak-hour.  Saturday  midday  conditions  would  be  acceptable.  Phase  II 
circulation  patterns  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
loading/drop-off  for  the  institutions.  Improvement  measures  2(c)  and  2(d),  DEIR  p.  194, 
would  implement  circulation  changes  consistent  with  the  intent  of  Phase  II.  Decision  makers 
could  consider  circulation  changes  for  Phase  II  on  the  basis  of  information  in  the  DEIR, 
including  the  comments  of  the  institutions. 

Comment 

In  addition,  in  Phase  II,  as  the  Street  emerges  on  Middle  Drive,  as  depicted  on  p.  56,  there  is 
a  substantial  change  in  the  environment,  and  this  specific  location  has  not  been  thoroughly 
analyzed  in  the  EIR  nor  in  the  planning  process.  The  effect  of  this  road,  outside  the 
Concourse,  has  not  been  sufficiently  publicized  to  people  who  have  an  interest  in  the  feature 
and  quality  of  Middle  Drive.    (North  Park  Neighbors  Association) 

Response 

As  noted,  the  southern  access  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  be  on  Middle  Drive 
East,  directly  east  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  As  currently  designed,  the 
Underground  Through  Street  would  allow  traffic  to  enter  from  both  eastbound  and  westbound 
Middle  Drive  East.  However,  all  southbound  exiting  traffic  would  turn  right  onto  westbound 
Middle  Drive  East.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on 
Middle  Drive  East  between  King  Drive  and  the  Underground  Through  Street.  These  changes 
to  the  traffic  volumes  along  Middle  Drive  East  and  at  the  intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


East  were  accounted  for  in  the  transportation  assessment  of  Phase  II,  and  the  potential  effects 
to  intersection  operating  conditions,  transit,  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  were  identified  in  the 
DEIR,  on  pp.  131-136  and  144,  and  in  Tables  9,  10  and  11,  DEIRpp  132-139. 

Comments 

For  example,  if  you  were  coming  down  JFK  and  wanted  to  get  to  the  front  of  the  museum  you 
would  have  to  go  left  on  the  new  underground  street,  then  turn  right  at  the  stop  sign  at  Middle 
Drive  East,  then  turn  right  at  the  stop  sign  at  MLK  Drive,  and  then  turn  right  onto  the 
Concourse  Drive.  This  also  assumes  the  motorist  is  willing  to  enter  the  large  one-way  circle 
which  could  easily  end  up  being  congested  during  peak  periods  and  become  a  very  undesirable 
destination  from  an  access  perspective.    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams 
Associates) 

The  facility  has  been  carefully  designed  to  provide  visitor  amenities  and  accommodation  at  the 
Music  Concourse  Drive  entrance.  These  include  a  main  receiving  lobby,  school  lunch  area, 
education  center,  and  other  retail  restaurant  and  visitor  services.  By  contrast,  visitors  could 
also  access  the  facility  through  Middle  Drive  East,  but  that  entrance  has  a  substantially 
reduced  lobby,  and  is  primarily  designed  to  house  the  Academy's  research,  collections  and 
administration. 

This  is  not  an  appropriate  location  for  receiving  substantial  numbers  of  visitors,  including 
school  groups.  Moreover,  the  Music  Concourse  Drive  entrance  is  an  important  element  of  the 
relationship  between  the  Academy  and  the  Music  Concourse.  Retaining  this  area  as  the  'front 
door'  of  the  Academy  reinforces  the  visual  and  physical  connection  between  the  Academy  and 
the  Music  Concourse  that  has  existed  since  the  facilities  were  originally  constructed.  (J. 
Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California  Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

The  reassignment  of  traffic  volumes  with  Phase  II  does  not  assume  that  drivers  would  no 
longer  use  Fulton  Street  and  Lincoln  Way  to  access  the  Park.  Access  between  Kennedy  Drive 
and  the  Music  Concourse  would  continue  to  be  provided  with  Phase  II,  via  the  Underground 
Through  Street,  Middle  Drive  East,  and  Kezar  Drive  to  King  Drive.  As  a  result,  vehicles 
would  not  need  to  divert  to  other  streets. 

To  improve  traffic  circulation  inside  the  Park  and  to/from  the  Park,  the  DEIR  includes  several 
improvement  measures,  including  new  signage  (DEIR  p.  194). 

Vehicles  traveling  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse  may  experience  minor 
increases  in  travel  times  with  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street.  Although  this  would 
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be  an  inconvenience  to  drivers,  it  would  result  in  a  substantial  reduction  in  traffic  volumes  in 
the  Music  Concourse. 

The  traffic  volumes  that  would  remain  in  the  Music  Concourse  roadways  were  based  on  the 
volumes  that  currently  use  the  Music  Concourse  on  Sundays,  minus  the  vehicles  destined  to 
and  from  the  on-street  parking  in  the  Music  Concourse  (which  would  be  eliminated  with  the 
proposed  project).  Based  on  field  observations,  vehicles  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  at  King  Drive 
do  not  currently  experience  substantial  delays  during  the  Sunday  midday  peak  hour,  and  the 
intersection  operates  acceptably  as  a  whole,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  similar  conditions  would 
exist  with  Phase  II  during  other  future  periods,  with  through  traffic  diverted  from  the  Music 
Concourse. 

Comment 

Phase  II  Intersection  Level  of  Service:  As  indicated  above,  the  baseline  assumption  that  all 
north/south  traffic  will  use  the  tunnel  should  be  reconsidered.  In  addition,  the  analyses  shown 
on  Tables  9,  10  and  1 1  appear  to  suggest  that  no  significant  changes  occur  between  Phase  I 
and  Phase  II  when  the  distribution  of  traffic  across  the  various  intersections  would  be 
different.  These  analyses  need  to  be  looked  at  more  carefully  to  ensure  that  proper 
assumptions  were  made  in  that  redistribution.  Certainly  Middle  Drive  and  MLK  Drive  should 
be  drastically  changed  for  example.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San 
Francisco) 

Response 

Phase  II  would  result  in  substantial  changes  to  the  traffic  volumes  on  Middle  Drive  East 
between  King  Drive  and  the  Underground  Through  Street,  and  on  King  Drive  between  Tea 
Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  differences  in  the  average 
delay  per  vehicle  and  the  operating  conditions  at  the  intersections  of  King/Tea  Garden, 
King/Academy,  and  King/Middle  Drive  East. 

See  also  response  on  C&R  p.  228. 

Comments 

Phase  II  Closure  of  Connection  of  Kennedy  Drive  to  Concourse:  Page  129  discusses  that  the 
closure  of  the  connection  between  JFK  and  the  Concourse  would  have  a  number  of  important 
impacts,  including  making  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  from  the  north  and  east  more 
difficult.  Further  the  discussion  addresses  that  this  change  would  lead  to  "violations  and  driver 
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confusion"  and,  as  noted  above,  barricades  may  in  fact  be  required.  We  believe  these  impacts 
cannot  be  overstated.  The  Concourse  has  for  over  100  years  been  accessible  from  Kennedy 
Drive  and  it  will  take  an  enormous  amount  of  time  to  change  people's  orientation  and 
understanding  of  the  shortest  and  safest  route  to  access  the  Concourse.  The  confusion  created 
by  the  partial  closure  could  be  a  significant  safety  hazard  both  to  drivers  and  to  pedestrians. 
While  it  is  impossible  to  quantify  this  impact,  it  is  important  that  it  is  given  full  consideration. 
(Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

There  are  clearly  major  flaws  with  these  results  and  the  DEIR  cannot  possibly  make  valid 
conclusions  based  on  them.  The  traffic  analysis  seems  to  assume  there  is  some  sort  of  flawless 
signage  program  that  keeps  people  off  of  Fulton  and  Lincoln  or  that  maybe  the  traffic  trying  to 
access  the  concourse  simply  goes  away.  The  Transportation  Study  acknowledges  that  the  main 
stream  of  park  visitors  comes  to  the  park  via  the  panhandle  and  JFK  Drive.  However,  without 
direct  access  from  JFK  to  the  concourse  it  would  be  very  inconvenient  for  visitors  to  drive  by 
or  drop-off  at  the  front  of  the  museums.    (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President,  Abrams 
Associates) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  194  identifies  several  traffic  circulation  improvement  measures,  including  signage  in 
the  Park  to  redirect  traffic  with  Phase  II  conditions.  In  general,  regular  users  of  the  Park  and 
the  Music  Concourse  institutions  would  be  expected  to  adapt  to  the  new  circulation  pattern,  as 
currently  occurs  with  the  Sunday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive.  Since  most  of  the  vehicles 
destined  to  the  Music  Concourse  from  the  north  use  Eighth  Avenue  or  westbound  Kennedy 
Drive,  they  would  arrive  at  the  Underground  Through  Street  before  reaching  the  Academy 
Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive.  The  physical  barrier  at  the  connection  between  Kennedy  Drive  and 
the  Music  Concourse  would  be  most  effective  in  terms  of  traffic  and  transit  operations. 


Comment 

Page  S-  10/S-  11  Traffic 

With  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  through  traffic  from  the  north  will  be 
diverted  to  Middle  Drive  East  south  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  discussion 
should  provide  an  evaluation  of  traffic  control  to  this  new  T-intersection,  impacts  to  existing 
traffic  and  parking,  pedestrian  and  bicyclist  movements  on  Middle  Drive  East.  Any  impacts 
to  the  experience  of  visitors  to  the  adjacent  AIDS  Memorial  Grove  should  be  noted. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

With  Phase  II,  the  intersection  of  Middle  Drive  East  with  the  new  Underground  Through 
Street  was  analyzed  for  project-related  impacts  (see  Tables  9  through  1 1  in  the  DEIR).  The 
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intersection  was  determined  to  operate  with  acceptable  conditions  during  the  three  analysis 
periods.  Due  to  the  prohibition  of  left-turns  from  the  Underground  Through  Street  to 
eastbound  Middle  Drive  East,  the  majority  of  the  traffic  volume  increase  on  Middle  Drive  East 
would  occur  between  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  King  Drive,  and  eastbound  turns 
on  Middle  Drive  East  towards  the  AIDS  Memorial  Grove  would  be  prohibited. 

Provision  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  require  the  elimination  of  some  on-street 
parking  spaces  (see  DEIR  p.  141).  These  spaces  could  be  included  in  the  800  on-street  spaces 
that  would  be  eliminated  with  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects.  These  changes  in  traffic  on  this 
segment  of  Middle  Drive  East  would  not  have  substantial  adverse  effects  on  pedestrian 
conditions  or  bicycle  movements.  The  AIDS  Memorial  Grove  is  south  of  Middle  Drive  East, 
about  300  feet  east  of  the  potential  Underground  Through  Street  entrance.  As  traffic  increases 
would  be  west  of  this  location,  traffic  or  noise  would  not  be  substantially  affected  near  the 
grove.  The  visitor  experience  would  not  be  expected  to  be  adversely  affected. 

Comment 

In  addition,  the  DEIR  analysis  does  not  show  any  meaningful  improvement  to  traffic 
conditions  from  Phase  II,  and  indicates  that  it  would  result  in  significant  impacts  to  a  historic 
resource  (Rhododendron  Dell).    (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California 
Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

Comment  noted.  Implementation  of  Phase  II  would  substantially  reduce  the  number  of 
vehicles  traveling  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive,  and  would  further  enhance  the 
pedestrian  environment  in  the  Music  Concourse.  See  also  response  regarding  Phase  II  Impacts 
to  Rhododendron  Dell  on  C&R  p.  111. 

Comment 

On  p.  144,  more  explanation  of  the  source  of  more  congestion  on  MLK  due  to  the 
Underground  Through  Street  is  required.  The  DEIR  does  not  report  additional  traffic  attracted 
to  use  the  underground  street.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra 
Club) 
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Response 

DEIR  p.  144  discusses  Muni  bus  operations  with  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street. 
For  the  weekday  PM  Peak  Hour,  and  the  Saturday  Midday  Peak  Hour,  Phase  II  would 
increase  delay  at  the  King/Middle  Drive  intersection,  compared  to  Phase  I  conditions.  This 
worsened  LOS  would  create  more  congestion  that  could  delay  the  Muni  44-Line  bus,  as  noted 
on  DEIR  p.  144. 

DEIR  p.  144,  first  paragraph  is  replaced  as  follows: 

With  Phase  II.  Muni  bus  operations  through  the  Music  Concourse  and  along  King 
Drive  between  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Middle  Drive  East  would  improve.  Since  all 
through  traffic  would  be  diverted  to  the  Underground  Through  Street  and  only  Muni 
and  emergency  vehicles  would  be  able  to  travel  between  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways  and  Kennedy  Drive,  there  would  be  a  substantial  reduction  in  traffic  volumes 
on  Academy  Drive.  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  a  section  of  King  Drive.  However,  with 
Phase  II.  the  shift  in  traffic  volumes  to  Middle  Drive  East  and  the  Underground 
Through  Street  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  at  the 
intersection  of  King/Middle  Drive  East.  As  a  result,  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be 
minor  increases  in  Muni  travel  times  through  this  intersection. 

Phase  II  Access  to  Institutions 
Comment 

Phase  II  Intersection  Level  of  Service  as  Impacted  by  Passenger  Loading:  The  analyses  should 
include  some  quantification  of  possible  further  degradation  of  the  level  of  service  due  to 
back-ups  created  by  loading  and  off-loading  at  the  museums,  Tea  Garden  and  for  Concourse 
events.  With  the  narrowing  of  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  drives,  the  only  passenger  loading 
zones  will  be  on  the  museums'  side  of  the  street.  All  visitors  who  use  the  Concourse  will  need 
to  be  loaded  here,  including  school  buses  and  tour  buses.  Because  buses,  taxis  and  private 
vehicles  must  all  enter  from  the  south  rather  than  distributed  between  the  north  and  south  entry 
points,  back  ups  and  queuing  could  occur  when  the  loading  zones  are  fully  utilized.  This  could 
add  further  delays  to  the  south  and  west  intersections.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts 
Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

With  Phase  II,  through  traffic  would  be  restricted  on  Music  Concourse  roadways,  and  traffic 
would  be  limited  to  Muni  buses  and  drop-off  and  pick-up  at  the  institutions.  Combined,  it  is 
anticipated  that  all  passenger  loading  traffic  would  be  substantially  less  than  current  through 
traffic  volumes.  On  both  the  east  and  west  sides  of  the  Concourse,  passenger  loading  bays 
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would  be  established,  each  of  which  could  accommodate  about  six  buses  or  15  vehicles  at  one 
time  (see  DEIRp.  147). 

Comment 

Pedestrian  Loading:  It  should  be  noted  that  under  Phase  II,  the  passenger  loading  and 
unloading  could  become  more  difficult  and  take  more  time  due  to  the  rerouting  of  visitors 
through  the  tunnel  and  through  more  congested  traffic.  See  discussion  above.    (Diane  B. 
Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

With  the  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  drivers  destined  to  the  New  de Young  Museum 
passenger  drop-off  or  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  travel  from  the  south  via  King  Drive  to 
Academy  Drive,  as  at  present.  From  the  north,  vehicles  would  use  Eighth  Avenue  to  the 
Underground  Through  Street  to  Middle  Drive  East  to  King  to  the  Concourse  roadways. 
Although  travel  times  may  increase  slightly  with  Phase  II,  the  increase  would  not  be 
substantial  enough  to  affect  overall  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  institutions. 

Comment 

The  Academy  is  opposed  to  any  restriction  on  vehicle  access  to  the  front  door  of  the  Academy 
on  Music  Concourse  Drive  that  will  seriously  compromise  the  ability  of  the  Academy  to  serve 
its  visitors,  in  particular,  substantial  numbers  of  schoolchildren.  Instead,  the  Academy 
supports  the  improvement  measures  described  below,  such  as  reducing  lane  width,  adding 
traffic  calming  measures  and  increasing  the  amount  of  park  land  and  pedestrian  walkways. 
Those  measures  would  reduce  the  impacts  of  traffic  and  enhance  access  to  the  Concourse  area 
for  everyone.    (J.  Patrick  Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California  Academy  of 
Sciences) 

Response 

It  should  be  noted  that  Academy  Drive  would  provide  passenger  bays  for  buses  to  drop  off  and 
pick  up  visitors  and  groups  to  the  CAS  under  either  Phase  I  or  Phase  II.  In  addition,  visitors 
arriving  by  private  automobile  and  parking  in  the  garage  would  access  the  Music  Concourse 
prior  to  entering  the  front  door  of  the  Academy  at  Academy  Drive.  Visitors  would  also  be 
able  to  drop  off  and  pick  up  passengers  at  the  passenger  bay  in  front  of  the  CAS. 
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Accessibility  needs  can  be  met  without  transforming  the  Concourse  into  a  loading  zone. 
Providing  direct  access  to  the  front  door  of  the  Concourse  institutions  is  not  a  requirement  for 
anyone,  even  for  the  disabled.  Convenient  access  should  also  involve  consideration  of  those 
disabled  who  have  destinations  other  than  the  institutions.  The  de Young  will  have  a  direct 
entrance  to  the  garage  via  elevator.  The  Academy  will  have  direct  at-grade  access  to  its  south 
door.  Those  who  may  feel  that  access  is  not  adequately  convenient  will  choose  to  park  in  the 
garage.  Improved  transit  should  be  available  to  provide  convenient  access  to  a  growing 
minority.  In  these  ways,  access  will  be  convenient  to  almost  all  without  a  drop  off  in  front  of 
the  institutions.  In  New  York,  two  institutions  which  thrive  in  a  pedestrian-oriented  park-like 
environment  are  the  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art  and  the  Museum  of  Natural  History, 
examples  which  should  speak  against  the  supposition  that  the  institutions  in  Golden  Gate  Park 
somehow  "need"  drive  up  access  in  order  to  be  successful.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller, 
Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Delivery  &  Service  Vehicles:  The  Draft  EIR  on  page  147  states  "the  closure  of  the  connection 
of  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Concourse  would  result  in  minor  rerouting  of  delivery/service 
vehicles  destined  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum..."  While  the  de  Young's  primary  loading 
point  is  off  Kennedy  Drive,  re-routing  of  art  transport  vehicles  through  the  tunnel  and  into 
more  congested  traffic  conditions  could  present  a  significant  hazard  to  the  objects  being 
transported.  While  not  an  environmental  impact,  this  should  be  considered  by  the 
decision-makers.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

With  the  Phase  II,  Underground  Through  Street,  service  access  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum 
would  be  available  on  Kennedy  Drive,  as  well  as  from  the  south  via  King  Dive  to  Academy 
Drive  to  Tea  Garden  Drive.  Those  service  vehicles  would  not  necessarily  use  the 
Underground  Through  Street.  As  stated  in  the  comment,  the  New  de  Young  Museum's  main 
loading  area  would  be  served  from  Kennedy  Drive.  The  service  areas  to  the  proposed 
Academy  of  Science  would  be  from  Middle  Drive  East,  as  at  present. 


Construction  Impacts 
Comments 

Construction  of  the  garage  and  surface  improvements  will  significantly  reduce  access  to  the  de 
Young's  construction  activities,  cutting  off  access  from  the  north/east  and  south  and  limiting 
access  to  one  small  section  of  the  site  to  the  north.  The  plans  for  reducing  construction  related 
impacts  will  need  to  address  providing  temporary  access  to  the  de  Young  construction  site 
from  the  east  and  south  during  the  garage  construction  time  period. 
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On  pages  196  &  197,  the  Draft  EIR  identifies  that  the  proposed  project  construction  would 
overlap  with  the  construction  of  the  new  de  Young  and  the  Academy.  It  is  important  to  note 
that,  if  the  garage  were  not  constructed  within  the  timeframe  of  the  de  Young's  construction, 
the  garage  construction  would  have  significant  impacts  on  the  de  Young  Museum  and 
potentially  on  the  Park.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  President,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

DEIR  should  include  information  on  location  and  details  on  potential  impacts  of  construction 
staging  activities  including: 

[b.]     traffic  impacts,  if  any  (Elizabeth  Goldstein) 

Response 

As  indicated  in  the  Draft  EIR  p.  151,  due  to  the  overlapping  construction  activities  at  the  New 
De  Young,  CAS,  and  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects,  each  individual  project  sponsor  would 
work  with  the  various  departments  of  the  City  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that 
would  address  construction  vehicle  routing  (including  construction  access),  traffic  control,  and 
pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the  construction  areas. 

Comment 

JFK  Drive  Closed  For  Ten  Months    (Patrick  Barron) 
Response 

DEIR  p.  148  discusses  the  anticipated  impacts  of  the  temporary  Kennedy  Drive  closure. 
Comments 

Page  S-14  Construction  -  There  should  be  a  discussion  of  traffic  impact  during  the  temporary 
closure  for  about  ten  months  of  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  in  the  vicinity  of  Tenth  Avenue.  The 
discussion  should  indicate  whether  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  will  be  completely  closed  or  will 
closure  be  staged  to  allow  through  traffic.  It  should  provide  a  discussion  on  weekend  closure. 
The  discussion  needs  to  include  an  analysis  of  implications  to  through  traffic  on  John  F. 
Kennedy  Drive  and  to  events  and  activities  in  the  Music  Concourse  and  other  areas  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  such  as  Sharon  Meadow,  Speedway  Meadow  and  Polo  Field.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  excavation  and  construction  of  the  garage's  driveway  will  cause  JFK  to  be  closed  (to  cars, 
bikes,  and  pedestrians)  for  10  months.  There  is  mention  of  the  possibility  of  providing  steel 
plates  over  trenches  to  provide  passage,  but  this  is  not  guaranteed.  It  is  important  that 
continuous  bike/  pedestrian  access  be  maintained  at  this  location  (especially  important  for 
Sunday  closure).  In  addition,  Tea  Garden  Dr.  and  Concourse  Dr.  will  be  shut  down  during 
project  construction  which  could  last  more  than  one  year.  Detour  routes  for  bicyclists  and 
pedestrians  have  not  yet  been  identified.  JFK  is  the  central  non-motorized  artery  through 
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Golden  Gate  Park,  and  we  feel  an  improved  impact  analysis  needs  to  be  performed,  and 
alternative  routes  identified.  (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Coalition) 

JFK  Drive  Closed  For  Ten  Months  (DEIR  Pages:  S-14,  S-23)  —  The  excavation  and 
construction  of  the  garage's  driveway  will  cause  JFK  at  10th  Avenue  to  be  closed  (to  cars, 
bikes,  and  pedestrians)  for  10  months.  There  is  mention  of  the  possibility  of  providing  steel 
plates  over  trenches  to  provide  passage,  but  this  is  not  guaranteed.  We  should  demand 
continuous  bike/  pedestrian  access  (especially  on  Sundays)  at  this  location. 

In  addition,  Tea  Garden  Dr.  and  Concourse  Dr.  will  be  shut  down  during  project  construction 
which  could  last  more  than  one  year.  Detour  routes  for  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  have  not  yet 
been  identified.  (Geoff  Jones) 

Response 

There  may  be  construction  periods  during  which  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  closed  near  the 
Concourse.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  a  temporary  single-lane  bridge  over  the  Kennedy 
Drive  excavation  would  permit  limited  traffic  during  certain  construction  periods,  as  noted  on 
DEIR  p.  196.  It  is  not  currently  known  if  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  closed  off  completely 
during  the  ten-month  period  or  if  a  portion  of  it  would  remain  open  at  all  times.  During 
construction,  there  would  be  temporary  routes  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  around  the 
Concourse  area;  the  specific  routes  have  not  been  established.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  148, 
weekend  construction  is  not  anticipated.  Additional  discussion  on  construction  impacts  is 
presented  on  DEIR  pp.  147-151.  DEIR  p.  196  presents  the  mitigation  measures  to  minimize 
construction  traffic  impacts. 

Comment 

The  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that  would  address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic 
control  and  pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the  construction  area  should  include  discussions 
on  construction  staging,  contractors'  laydown  areas,  and  location  of  project  trailers.  The  plan 
should  also  include  measures  for  pavement  restoration  to  repair  damages  to  park  roads  and 
infrastructures,  landscape  and  planting  areas,  traffic  control  devices  and  other  park  features 
due  to  construction  trucks  and  heavy  equipment  traffic  and  movements. 

Page  148  -  Weekend  construction  should  be  prohibited  except  as  approved  by  Recreation  and 
Park  Department    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate 
Park) 
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Mitigation  Measure  9  related  to  construction  impacts  has  been  revised  to  include  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  in  the  development  and  approval  of  the  construction 
management  plan.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  148,  weekend  construction  is  not  anticipated. 
DEIR  p.  S-23,  last  paragraph  and  p.  197,  second  full  paragraph,  have  been  revised  as  follows: 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  construction  contractor  for  each  phase  or  project  would  work 
with  the  various  City  Departments  (including  Planning,  Muni,  DPT,  DPW,  Recreation 
and  Park,  and-er  the  Fire  Department)  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  to 
address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control,  pedestrian  walks, -and  transit  stop 
relocation,  and  restoration  and  repair  of  pavement,  landscaping,  traffic  control  devices 
and  other  Park  features  due  to  construction  trucks  and  heavy  equipment  traffic  and 
movements. 

Comment 

The  project  sponsor  should  investigate  the  overlap  of  infrastructure  projects  expected  by  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  for  Golden  Gate  Park  or  potential  construction  projects  at 
USF,  UCSF  or  St.  Mary's  Hospital.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren 
Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  overlap  with  infrastructure  projects  would  occur  during  the  contractor  coordination  with 
DPW  and  other  City  departments.  At  this  time,  there  are  no  formal  projects  under  review 
with  USF  or  St.  Mary's  Hospital  that  would  be  expected  to  overlap  construction  effects  with 
the  GGPCA  Projects.  Replacement  of  UCSF  Parnassus  facilities,  which  as  of  June  2003  is  in 
the  initial  planning  stage,  and  associated  development  activities  would  not  be  expected  to  occur 
for  several  years.  See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  241. 

Comment 

Page  149  -  Short  term  impacts  associated  with  placing  a  temporary  construction  parking  area 
somewhere  in  or  near  the  park  for  between  100  to  140  workers  (May  2003  to  February  2005) 
should  be  assessed  as  part  of  this  project  and  should  not  be  deferred  until  after  CEQA 
approval.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  149,  construction  workers  are  anticipated  to  park  within  the  Music 
Concourse  area,  on  Kennedy  Drive,  and  on  King  Drive.  Since  construction  activities  would 
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be  limited  to  weekdays,  the  parking  demand  from  construction  workers  could  be  easily 
accommodated  within  the  Park  without  substantially  affecting  the  parking  conditions  or 
impacting  Park  users.  Additional  construction  worker  parking  demand  related  to  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  construction  would  similarly  be  limited  to  weekdays.  These 
would  be  expected  during  periods  when  both  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  the  Academy 
would  be  under  construction.  Visitors  would  be  reduced,  and  parking  would  be  available  for 
construction.  In  addition,  the  GGPCA  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  are 
developing  an  agreement  to  locate  construction  worker  parking  so  as  to  minimize  effects  on 
other  Park  users. 

Comment 

In  addition,  SPEAK  wants  to  see  an  analysis  of  the  alternate  route  that  current  through  traffic 
will  take  during  the  garage  construction  period.  If  the  cars  seek  another  route,  for  example, 
across  Bowling  Green  Way  and  Arguello  Boulevard,  the  Transportation  Study  has  not 
analyzed  it.  Such  a  detour  would  add  even  more  environmental  impacts  and  in  an  area  of  the 
Park  that  is  not  currently  impacted  by  through  traffic.    (Marc  Duff ett,  President,  SPEAK) 

Response 

Of  the  21 -month  total  construction  period  for  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility, 
Kennedy  Drive  is  anticipated  to  be  closed  to  through  vehicles  at  Tenth  Avenue  for  about  ten 
months.  During  certain  periods,  it  may  be  partially  open  with  a  temporary  bridge.  As 
indicated  on  DEIR  p.  148,  it  is  anticipated  that  during  the  ten  months  that  Kennedy  Drive  is 
projected  to  be  closed,  drivers  would  divert  to  Fulton  Street,  Kezar  Drive,  Middle  Drive  East, 
and  Lincoln  Way.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  a  substantial  number  of  drivers  using  Kennedy 
Drive  as  a  through  street  would  use  minor  streets  within  the  park  such  as  Bowling  Green  Way. 

Cumulative  Impacts 
Comments 

The  DEIR  assumes  significant  increases  in  traffic  volumes  for  Year  2015,  including  on  MLK 
and  JFK.  Conditions  at  intersections  along  these  streets  are  forecast  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F. 
No  attempt  has  been  made  to  tie  the  approval  of  the  parking  garage  with  specific  traffic 
limiting  measures/diverters  to  fulfill  the  Master  Plan  goal  of  reducing  the  impact  of  the  motor 
vehicles  in  the  Park.  We  recommend  such  measures  that  will  improve  the  experience  of 
walking  and  bicycling  within  the  park.    (Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 
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The  DEIR  assumes  significant  increases  in  traffic  volumes  for  Year  2015,  including  on  MLK 
and  JFK.  Conditions  at  intersections  along  these  streets  are  forecast  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F. 
No  attempt  has  been  made  to  tie  the  approval  of  the  parking  garage  with  specific  traffic 
limiting  measures/  diverters  to  fulfill  the  Master  Plan  goal  of  reducing  the  impact  of  the  motor 
vehicle  in  the  Park.  Instead,  LOS  degradation  is  used  as  a  pretext  to  widen  roads,  add  turn 
pockets,  and  even  signalize  intersections  within  the  park.  (Geoff  Jones) 

Mitigation  measures  like  permit  parking,  speed  bumps,  bulb-out  intersections  and  other 
residential  traffic  calming  measures  have  not  been  addressed  in  this  Draft  EIR.  Prop  J 
requires  that  neighborhoods  adjacent  to  the  park  be  included  in  any  EIR,  and  this  Draft  fails  to 
do  so  as  regards  parking.    (Michael  Grandin) 

The  DEIR  assumes  significant  increases  in  traffic  volumes  for  Year  2015,  including  on  MLK 
and  JFK.  Conditions  at  intersections  along  these  streets  are  forecast  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F. 
No  attempt  has  been  made  to  tie  the  approval  of  the  parking  garage  with  specific  traffic 
limiting  measures/  diverters  to  fulfill  the  Master  Plan  goal  of  reducing  the  impact  of  the  motor 
vehicle  in  the  Park.  Instead,  LOS  degradation  is  used  as  a  pretext  to  widen  roads,  add  turn 
pockets,  and  even  signalize  intersections  within  the  park.  These  so-called  "Mitigations"  only 
address  impacts  to  the  vehicle  driver  not  those  on  foot  or  bike,  the  two  modes  that  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  clearly  prioritizes.  In  general,  the  DEIR  inadequately  analyzes  the 
effects  of  additional  motor  vehicle  traffic  on  nonmotorized  modes  within  the  park.  (Leah 
Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

The  increase  in  traffic  volumes  from  Baseline  plus  Project  to  2015  Cumulative  Conditions 
would  be  due  primarily  to  background  growth  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Park  and  changes  to  the 
routing  of  vehicles  as  a  result  of  changes  in  the  transportation  network  associated  with  the 
Master  Plan  and  not  with  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects.  However,  as  indicated  on  DEIR 
p.  161,  each  of  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  was  determined  to  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
cumulative  conditions  at  three  of  the  eight  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F 
under  2015  Cumulative  Conditions,  absent  mitigation  measures.  DEIR  pp.  197  and  198 
identify  mitigation  measures  to  improve  the  2015  Cumulative  Conditions  operating  conditions 
to  acceptable  levels  at  those  three  intersections. 

A  number  of  project  elements  included  with  Phase  I  or  the  Transportation  Implementation  Plan 
(TIP)  would  serve  to  reduce  the  impact  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  park,  such  as  traffic-calming 
measures  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  removal  of  surface  parking  on  the  Music  Concourse 
roadways. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  „  ,„  Final  EIR 

 C  &R-243  — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  july  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Comment 

No  effects  are  discussed  relating  to  the  future  road  closure  of  7th  Avenue  at  Lincoln  Way.  This 
is  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  remains  just  one  of  the  traffic  calming  measures 
ignored  in  this  DEIR.  There  is  no  measure  of  current  traffic  flow  through  this  intersection. 
When  this  intersection  is  closed  all  traffic  will  then  flow  through  Ninth  and  Lincoln.  Why  was 
the  impact  of  these  additional  vehicle  trips  through  Ninth  and  Lincoln  ignored?    (Jim  Iwersen 
&  RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

Response 

The  analysis  of  2015  Cumulative  conditions  took  into  account  the  anticipated  changes  to  the 
existing  transportation  network  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Music  Concourse  that  were  included  in 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  described  on  DEIR  p.  153.  The  changes  that  would  affect 
the  study  intersections  included  the  Kennedy/Kezar  intersection  reconfiguration,  the  Waller 
Street  closure,  and  the  Seventh  Avenue  closure.  Seventh  Avenue  was  assumed  to  be  closed 
between  Lincoln  Way  and  King  Drive,  and  vehicles  using  this  segment  were  rerouted  to  Ninth 
Avenue.  The  impact  of  the  diverted  additional  vehicle  trips  was  analyzed  in  the  2015 
Cumulative  conditions  analysis. 

Comments 

The  DEIR  does  not  comply  with  CEQA  to  produce  a  cumulative  EIR  of  all  of  the  major 
construction  projects  planned  in  the  area  (the  Garage,  the  deYoung  Museum,  the  Academy  of 
Sciences),  even  though  study  of  cumulative  impacts  is  mandated  by  California  Code  of 
Regulations  and  by  case  law.  After  the  publication  of  the  deYoung  Museum  EIR,  during 
which  the  public  requested  a  cumulative  EIR,  the  response  was  that  the  subsequent  EIRs  (for 
the  Garage  and  for  the  Academy  of  Sciences  expansion)  would  provide  the  interrelated  study 
of  impacts  which  would  be  the  cumulative  analysis  required  by  CEQA. 

The  Environmental  Review  Officer  stated  at  the  time  of  the  deYoung  EIR  hearings  that,  one 
following  another,  the  various  EIRs  would  together  provide  a  picture  of  all  the  impacts. 
However,  that  has  not  been  the  case  with  the  deYoung  EIR,  nor  now,  this  Garage  EIR. 

The  new  deYoung  Museum's  attraction  of  additional  new  visitors  has  not  been  factored  in,  nor 
the  additional  visitors  to  the  new  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  vehicular  traffic  numbers  flowing 
through  the  Park  have  remained  substantially  the  same  as  before  the  projects.  (Jennifer 
Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Traffic  study  should  factor  in  the  cumulative  impact  of  additional  traffic  to  new  museums. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 


Case  No .  200 1 . 9 1 1 E  FINAL  EIR 

 —  C&R-244  

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  ~  July  24, 2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

As  described  on  DEIR  pp.  1 16-1 18,  the  transportation  analysis  includes  the  development  of 
Baseline  conditions  to  allow  for  a  comparison  of  transportation  conditions  without  and  with  the 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  other  proposed  project  elements.  Baseline 
conditions  were  defined  as  the  existing  conditions  plus  the  travel  demand  associated  with  the 
New  de Young  and  the  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  the  reconstruction  of  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  (including  new  visitor  trips  and  the  anticipated  increase  in 
staff  at  the  two  institutions).  The  Baseline  plus  Project  conditions  presented  in  the  DEIR 
reflect  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  and  the  two  institutions  in  the  Music 
Concourse. 

The  2015  Cumulative  conditions  reflect  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  GGPCA  Projects  and  the 
two  institutions,  plus  additional  growth  in  travel  demand  in  the  area  and  the  changes  to  the 
transportation  network  included  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Comment 

It  should  be  noted  that  transportation  assumptions  made  for  traffic  could  change  with 
expansion  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  UCSF,  or  USF.  The  project  and  improvements  expected  by 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  will  be  encouraged  to  use  parking  at  the  garage  with  the 
implementation  of  time-restricted  surface  parking.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

For  the  analysis  of  future  cumulative  conditions,  a  background  growth  in  traffic  volumes  of 
one  percent  per  year  was  assumed,  which  would  account  for  the  additional  travel  demand 
associated  with  changes  in  the  area,  such  as  activities  or  potential  growth  at  UCSF,  the 
University  of  San  Francisco,  or  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  The  effect  of  implementation  of  time- 
limited  parking  on  weekdays  is  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  142  and  notes  that  time-limited  parking 
would  provide  more  short-term  parking  in  the  Park  on  weekdays. 

Comments 

Missing  is  any  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  plans  for  New  Academy  on  Phase  I  or  Phase 
II.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

The  Draft  EIR  fails  to  consider  the  impact  of  the  current  expansion  of  the  new  De  Young 
Museum,  future  expansion  of  the  new  Academy  of  Sciences  Museum,  their  combined  impact 
on  the  circulation  patterns  within  Golden  Gate  Park  or  the  increase  in  traffic  congestion  and  air 
pollution  both  within  the  park  and  throughout  the  surrounding  neighborhoods.    (Steve  Willis) 

Response 

The  effects  of  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  New  de  Young  Museum  were 
incorporated  into  the  Baseline  condition,  to  which  Phase  I  was  compared.  The  project 
sponsors  for  the  projects  have  been  working  together  and  the  plans  for  the  new  CAS  would 
accommodate  the  proposed  changes  to  the  roadway  network  with  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects.  See  also  Response  on  C&R  p.  13,  regarding  analyses  of  cumulative  effects. 

Comment 

Cumulative  Impacts  of  automobile-related  growth  related  to  projects  not  properly  assessed. 
The  analysis  fails  to  take  into  account  the  cumulative  impacts  of  automobile  congestion  related 
to  the  numerous  ongoing  development  projects  in  the  Concourse  area.  The  estimates  for 
increased  attendance  to  the  institutions  do  not  reflect  the  potential  'blockbuster'  traveling 
exhibits,  which  have  and  should  be  expected  to  double  the  values  used.  Likewise  there  is  no 
discussion  of  the  tens  of  thousands  that  regularly  attend  events  within  the  Concourse.  The 
estimates  for  traffic  flow  are  based  on  a  single  sampling  in  May  of  2002  which  was  a 
decidedly  low  time  of  visitorship  with  the  de  Young  and  Asian  Museums  closed  and  tourism  in 
San  Francisco  at  a  post  9/1 1  low.    (Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Chris  Duderstadt,  Jim 
Iwersen,  The  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  transportation  analysis  was  conducted  for  Baseline  Conditions,  which  included  the  travel 
demand  associated  with  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  the  additional  travel  demand  associated 
with  the  proposed  new  CAS,  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions  which  included  the  additional 
trips  associated  with  the  two  institutions  as  well  as  other  growth  in  the  area. 

The  future  attendance  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  new  CAS  were  based  on 
historical  attendance  levels,  which  included  major  touring  exhibitions.  These  annual  attendance 
levels  were  converted  into  the  anticipated  increase  in  vehicle  trips  and  parking  demand  for  the 
two  institutions.  For  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  the  attendance  estimates  did  not  include 
"blockbuster"  events,  since  these  occur  for  a  specific  duration  and  therefore  do  not  reflect 
average  conditions. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Similarly,  special  events  within  the  Music  Concourse  area  were  not  included  in  the  existing 
traffic  conditions.  These  events  occur  relatively  infrequently  and  for  a  short  duration  (e.g., 
one  weekend),  and  therefore  do  not  reflect  average  conditions.  It  is  noted  that  these  events 
attract  a  substantial  number  of  visitors  and  can  result  in  traffic  and  parking  issues. 

See  also  Response  on  C&R  p.  126  with  regards  to  the  traffic  count  issues. 

Mitigation  Measures 
Comment 

The  "Mitigation  Measures"  offered  for  "Transportation"  are  incomplete,  very  limited,  highly 
speculative  and  consequently  totally  inadequate.  In  fact  the  only  mitigation  offered  is 
re-striping  the  intersection  of  8th  Ave.  &  Fulton.  The  rest  is  defined  as  "Improvement 
Measures  Proposed  As  Part  of  the  Project"  and  includes  the  unfunded  "Phase  II".  That  is  also 
totally  unacceptable.  More  attention  is  paid  to  non-existent  "Archeological  Resources"  than  to 
the  traffic  impacts.    (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

Response 

Transportation  Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures  1-16  are  included  on  pp.  193-199  of  the 
DEIR.  Mitigation  Measures  for  specific  intersections  include  restriping  the  northbound 
approach  of  the  Fulton/Eighth  intersection  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket;  restriping  the 
southbound  approach  to  Kennedy/Eighth  to  provide  a  left-turn  pocket;  signalizing  the 
intersection  of  Kennedy /Eighth/Underground  Through  Street;  and  restriping  the  northbound 
approach  to  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East  to  provide  a  right-turn  pocket.  Mitigation  and 
Improvement  Measures  address  Phase  I,  Phase  II,  and  Cumulative  Impacts  to  limit  potentially 
significant  effects,  as  well  as  to  reduce  adverse  but  not  significant  effects.  Mitigation 
Measures  are  adequate  under  CEQA  to  reduce  impacts  to  less  than  significant  unless  specified 
otherwise. 

Comment 

Page  195  -  Garage  Operations  3.b.  Special  events  should  be  restricted  to  evening  unless 
otherwise  assessed  in  the  document  We  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  DEIR  should  include  a 
discussion  to  analyze  the  special  events  that  happen  at  the  Bandshell,  Strybing  Arboretum  and 
elsewhere  in  the  park.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden 
Gate  Park) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

Response 

Improvement  Measure  3.b,  DEIRp.  195  states: 

Coordinate  with  institutions  holding  special  events  so  that  special  staffing  arrangements 
and  changes  to  the  vehicular  circulation  would  occur;  and  station  parking  control 
officers  at  the  intersection  of  King/Academy  to  direct  and  control  exiting  traffic  (to 
ensure  that  vehicles  do  not  block  northbound  Academy  Drive  traffic)  after  special 
events. 

As  noted  in  response  on  C&R  p.  222,  special  events  in  the  Concourse  occur  at  different  times, 
and  special  events  would  be  proposed  and  managed  by  the  institutions,  other  organizations,  or 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Planning  and  permits,  including  location,  duration,  and 
time  of  day,  for  such  events  would  be  subject  to  review  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  and  would  not  be  directly  proposed  or  controlled  by  the  GGPCA.  The 
Improvement  Measure  appropriately  calls  for  GGPCA  coordination  with  institutions  or 
organizations  to  manage  parking  and  circulation  conditions  during  such  events. 

Comment 

Page  S-22.  Transit  Improvement  Measures,  5.d.  -  Includes  the  provision  of  a  reversible 
transit-only  lane  along  King  Drive  to  assist  buses  in  bypassing  not  only  existing  traffic 
(particularly  on  weekends),  but  specifically  traffic  associated  with  entries  and  exits  to  the 
garage  along  King,  Middle  and  Academy  Drives.  We  want  to  ensure  that  this  feature  will  be 
carried  into  the  final  plans  and  that  the  reversible  transit-only  lane  will  extend  from  Lincoln 
Boulevard  to  Tea  Garden  Drive.    (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  and  James  D. 
Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)) 

Response 

Improvement  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project,  DEIR  p.  S-22  and  p.  195,  would 
improve  transit  operations  to  account  for  the  effects  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 
Measure  5.d  states: 

Develop  measures  to  improve  bus  operations  along  King  Drive,  including  the  provision 
of  a  reversible  transit-only  lane  on  King  Drive.  Muni  has  expressed  interest  in 
improving  transit  operations  along  King  Drive  to  improve  existing  conditions, 
primarily  delays  to  buses  in  the  southbound  direction.  Additional  analyses  may  need  to 
be  performed  along  King  Drive  to  determine  if  changes  to  the  roadway  configuration 
would  be  possible. 


Case  No.  2001.91  IE  FINAL  EIR 

 —  C&R-248  

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


As  noted  in  the  measure,  the  extent  and  design  of  such  a  reversible  lane  between  Lincoln  Way 
and  Tea  Garden  Drive,  as  requested  in  the  comment,  would  be  subject  to  further  analysis.  As 
an  Improvement  Measure,  those  measures  would  not  be  required  to  reduce  or  avoid  an 
otherwise  significant  adverse  project  impact  on  transit  operations  but  would  be  considered  as 
part  of  project  planning  and  implementation. 

Comment 

Construction  Issues.  Prior  to  any  actual  construction,  please  contact  our  Street  Operations  and 
Special  Events  Office  at  554-9286  to  coordinate  construction  activities  and  mitigate  transit 
delays,  esp.  any  that  might  impact  the  operations  of  buses  through  the  park.    (Peter  Straus, 
Manager  of  Service  Planning,  and  James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway  (MUNI)) 

Response 

Coordinating  with  Muni  prior  to  construction  activities  would  be  consistent  with  Mitigation 
Measure  9  included  on  DEIR  p.  S-23  and  p.  196. 

Comment 

Page  S-26  Noise,  Paragraph  18  -  Truck  and  heavy  equipment  operations  would  be  prohibited 
during  evening  and  nighttime  hours  (5:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  and  on  Saturday  and  Sundays. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

Mitigation  Measure  18,  DEIR  pp.  S-26  and  199  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

The  project  contractor  would  prohibit  truck  and  heavy  equipment  operations 
during  the  nighttime  hours  (8rO0  5:00  PM  to  7:00  AM)  to  minimize  potential 
disturbance  of  adjacent  residents.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  weekend  construction 
would  be  necessary:  however,  there  may  be  special  conditions  that  may  require 
occasional  weekend  construction.  These  conditions  would  require  additional 
review  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 


Comment 

Page  S-24  and  Page  198,  Signalization  of  the  Kennedy /Eighth/Underground  Through  Street 
intersection  is  not  acceptable  as  traffic  signals  are  not  appropriate  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
there  are  no  traffic  signals  anticipated  along  Kennedy  Drive  within  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan.  The  EIR  should  address  alternative  methods  of  traffic  control  at  this  intersection. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Case  No.  2001. 911E  „  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-249  — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  july  24  >  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

Mitigation  Measure  12,  DEIRp.  128,  would  mitigate  the  adverse  LOS  F  conditions  at  the 
Kennedy  Drive/Eighth  Avenue  intersection  in  Golden  Gate  Park  that  would  occur  with  Phase 
II  Underground  Through  Street.  A  traffic  signal  was  identified  as  the  only  measure  that  would 
be  feasible  to  improve  intersection  operations  to  acceptable  levels  for  weekday  PM  conditions. 

If  a  traffic  signal  at  the  intersection  of  Kennedy  Drive/Eighth  Avenue/Underground  Through 
Street  were  not  incorporated  as  part  of  implementation  of  Phase  II,  the  LOS  F  condition  would 
not  be  avoided.  This  would  be  a  significant  adverse  effect  of  Phase  II.  Therefore,  under 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15091,  approval  of  Phase  II  would  require  findings  of  overriding, 
specific  "economic,  legal,  social,  technological  or  other  considerations"  that  make  infeasible 
the  mitigation  measure.  The  finding  is  required  to  be  based  on  "substantial  evidence  in  the 
record. " 

Comment 

The  Project  as  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  totally  inadequate  to  the  needs  of  the  Park  Users 
and  the  neighboring  residents,  especially  due  to  the  lack  of  mitigations  for  traffic  and 
transportation  issues,  among  others.    (Ronald  Konop as ki,  DDS) 

Response 

DEIR  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures  (pp.  193-199),  presents  16  improvement  and 
mitigation  measures  to  minimize  the  potential  adverse  impacts  of  the  project  on  transportation 
conditions.  The  DEIR  identifies  mitigation  measures  for  all  project-related  potential 
significant  traffic  effects.  Certain  Year  2015  conditions  at  Park  Presidio/Fulton;  Kennedy 
Drive/Stanyan  Street;  King  Drive/Crossover  Drive;  and  Lincoln  Way/ 19th  Avenue  would  be 
significant  adverse  cumulative  effects,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  208.  The  project  contribution  for 
Phase  I  or  Phase  II  would  not  make  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  those  effects. 

Comment 

Page  S-25  Item  Number  15  -  The  discussion  should  indicate  the  approximate  number  of 
on-street  parking  spaces  to  be  eliminated  along  the  west  side  of  Stanyan  Street  as  part  of  the 
restriping  improvements  for  the  southbound  approach  discussed  in  this  section.  (Elizabeth 
Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  FINAL  EIR 

 —  C&R-250  — — — 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24  >  2003 


Response 

Mitigation  Measure  15,  DEIR  p.  199,  for  the  Fulton  Street/Stanyan  Street  intersection,  is 
identified  for  cumulative  conditions  for  which  the  project  contribution  would  be  less  than 
significant.  The  number  of  parking  spaces  removed  to  implement  the  mitigation  would  be 
determined  pending  further  engineering  study  by  DPT.  The  mitigation  measure  would  likely 
require  the  elimination  of  the  on-street  parking  along  the  west  side  of  Stanyan  Street  between 
Fulton  and  Fell  Streets,  approximately  30  to  35  spaces.  Those  spaces  are  outside  the  Park, 
and  were  not  considered  as  part  of  parking  removed  for  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking 
Facility. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  Transit  Mitigations  should  include  a  paragraph  encouraging  better  signs  to 
encourage  transfers  between  Regional  Transit  and  Muni  to  the  Park  rather  just  renaming  the 
44  Line.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

The  following  transit  improvement  measure  is  added  to  the  DEIR  p.  S-22  and  p.  195,  hs  a  new 
last  paragraph: 

e^       Develop  signage  program  for  regional  transit  and  MUNI  transfer 

locations  indicating  which  transit  lines  serve  Golden  Gate  Park.  These 
would  include  the  Transbav  Terminal,  BART  stations,  Transbav 
Terminal  and  Stonestown  to  indicate  that  the  44-O'Shaughnessev  (or 
renamed  44-Golden  Gate  Park)  and  the  N-Judah  provide  transit  access  to 
Golden  Gate  Park. 

Comment 

As  a  mitigation  to  this  problem,  should  a  double-pod  garage  be  built  as  described  in  the  DEIR, 
I  request  annual  studies  of  traffic  volumes  and  mitigating  measures  that  will  be  undertaken  by 
the  Concourse  Authority  when  levels  of  traffic  increase  significantly,  i.e.,  15%  increase 
beyond  its  current  level.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

Increases  in  traffic  volumes  and  parking  demand  in  the  Park  would  be  due  to  the  land  uses  in 
the  Park.  The  proposed  underground  parking  facility  would  not  generate  new  vehicle  trips  to 
the  Park,  but  instead  would  accommodate  existing  and  new  trips  generated  by  the  land  uses  in 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 

the  area.  Improvement  and  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  at  locations  where  the 
rerouting  of  traffic  due  to  the  changes  in  parking  access  and  to  the  Park  in  general  would 
affect  local  intersections. 

Comment 

One  mitigation  is  to  close  the  south-west  entrance  to  the  garage  for  all  vehicles  except  for 
seniors  and  disabled.  A  second  mitigation  is  to  close  through  traffic  in  the  Concourse  along 
8th  Ave,  except  for  Muni  service,  directing  all  other  traffic  to  the  Arguello  entrance  into  the 
Park  from  the  north,  around  Bowling  Green  Drive  and  then  onto  MLK,  at  Kezar  Drive  (where 
there  is  presently  a  stop  light  that  allows  cars  to  go  in  both  east  and  west  directions.  These 
measures  could  be  taken  for  periods  of  the  day  (morning  and  evening  commute  times)  and/or 
for  periods  of  the  year,  coinciding  with  major  events  in  the  Park.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

It  would  not  be  feasible  to  implement  preferential  entry  for  seniors  and  disabled  at  the 
Academy  Drive  entrance/exit  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility.  In  addition,  closure  of  the 
Academy  Drive  entrance/exit  would  result  in  additional  increases  in  traffic  volumes  along 
Fulton  Street  and  may  result  in  significant  traffic  impacts. 

Closing  Eighth  Avenue  to  all  vehicles  except  Muni  and  directing  all  traffic  to  the  Arguello 
Boulevard  entrance  would  also  not  be  feasible.  At  this  location,  the  traffic  volumes  would 
exceed  the  capacity  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton/Arguello  and  along  Conservatory  Drive, 
which  would  likely  result  in  substantial  queues  at  this  intersection  and  along  roadways  leading 
to  this  entrance. 

Comment 

The  proposed  "mitigations"  will  not  only  accommodate  the  proposed  traffic  increase  -  it  will 
in  fact  add  to  it.    (Leah  Shahum,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measures  at  the  study  intersections  described  on  DEIR  pp.  193-199  would 
serve  to  accommodate  the  traffic  volumes  and  to  reduce  queues  and  delays  associated  with 
Baseline  plus  Project  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  Improvements  at  the  selected 
intersections  would  not  in  of  themselves  serve  to  attract  additional  vehicles. 
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Comment 

The  Sierra  Club  suggests  along  with  the  mitigations  on  page  196  the  addition  of  count-down 
timers  with  all  pedestrian  crossing  signals  along  with  lights  timed  to  permit  a  safe  crossing  by 
those  who  can  walk  no  faster  than  2.5  ft/sec.    (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation 
Committee,  Sierra  Club) 

Response 

DPT's  policy  is  to  provide  pedestrian  count-down  crossing  signals  at  all  new  signals  on  streets 
40  feet  or  more  in  width  that  have  pedestrian  signals.  Signal  timing  is  set  by  the  Department 
of  Parking  and  Traffic  on  a  location  by  location  basis.  Generally  in  San  Francisco  pedestrian 
phases  are  timed  to  allow  persons  to  cross  at  about  four  feet  per  second,  with  some  additional 
time  at  the  end  of  the  cycle.  This  would  allow  pedestrians  walking  somewhat  more  slowly  to 
cross. 

See  revised  Improvement  Measure  on  C&Rp.  141  regarding  countdown  signals. 


NOTES  -  Transportation 

JFK  Drive  Traffic  Calming  Project:  Concept  Summary  (Draft),  BMS  Design  Group,  April  3,  2003. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 

Noise 


NOISE 

Underground  Parking  Facility  Noise 
Comments 

We  are  also  concerned  that  inadequate  sound-proofing  will  allow  garage  noise  to  impinge  on 
the  quiet  of  the  Concourse  Bowl  and  allow  views  into  the  garage  from  the  Concourse,  further 
degrading  the  park  experience.    (Margaret  E.  Mori,  National  Chair,  Historical  Landscape 
Preservation  Group,  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects) 

The  current  plans  show  only  a  single  glass  wall  with  doors  between  the  garage  and  the 
Concourse  Bowl.  When  the  doors  open  from  the  garage,  noise  from  the  cars  will  enter  the 
Concourse  area.  It  is  probable  that  the  garage  will  be  very  busy,  and  these  doors  will  be 
opened  continuously,  especially  during  blockbuster  exhibits  and  other  major  events.  This  is 
when  the  Concourse  would  be  the  most  attractive  to  groups  for  music  and  other  entertainment. 

The  plans  should  add  double  soundproofing  walls  so  that  the  noise  can  be  effectively  blocked 
from  the  Concourse.  These  walls  should  also  be  designed  so  that  the  cars  are  not  visible  from 
the  Concourse  Bowl,  even  when  the  doors  are  opened.    (Katherine  Howard,  ASLA) 

The  DEIR  does  not  contain  analysis  of  the  noise  and  fumes  that  will  spill  out  onto  the  Music 
Concourse  every  time  the  pedestrian  doors  from  the  garage  to  the  Concourse  are  opened 
(Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  12  states: 

Pedestrian  circulation  in  the  parking  facility  would  include  walkways  and  ramps 
connecting  the  upper  parking  level  with  the  lower  Concourse  level  or  bowl  (see  Figures 
4  through  9);  those  walkways  would  enter  the  Concourse  Bowl  from  the  southwest 
pedestrian  tunnel  and  from  two  new  entrances  near  the  midpoint  of  the  Concourse 
Bowl  west  of  the  existing  stairways  at  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  Concourse  Bowl. 
These  entries  would  be  provided  with  doors  to  limit  views  into  the  garage  and  sound 
from  the  garage. 

Doors  would  be  provided  on  garage  entrances  in  order  to  reduce  noise  coming  from  the 
garage.  However,  as  stated  on  DEIR  p.  172,  "When  completed,  the  proposed  Underground 
Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  would  not  generate  any  new  sources  of  noise. " 
Although  opening  of  the  doors  to  the  garage  would  expose  pedestrians  in  the  Concourse  to 
noise  from  the  garage,  noise  levels  in  the  proposed  garage  would  be  comparable  to  noise 
levels  in  existing  nearby  surface  parking  lots.  The  noise  from  the  doorways  would  occur  for 
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Noise 

limited  intervals  based  on  the  frequency  of  pedestrians  using  the  entrances  and  exits  and  the 
frequency  of  passing  vehicles  in  the  garage.  Noise  would  tend  to  be  isolated  to  events  such  as 
car  doors  slamming  or  tires  squeaking.  As  the  garage  doors  would  not  amplify  the  noise  inside 
the  garage  and  noise  exposure  would  be  limited,  noise  exposure  through  the  garage  doors 
would  not  be  a  significant  adverse  effect  and  would  not  be  considered  a  "new  source  of 
noise." 

Ventilating  Noise 
Comments 

...We  are  very  concerned  about  the  location  of  the  shaft  and  have  suggested  to  the  project 
sponsor  that  an  alternative  location  for  the  shaft  be  found  further  to  the  north  near  the  roadway 
(Kennedy  Drive)  where  it  would  be  easier  to  shield  the  shaft  with  landscape  material  and  its 
noise  would  be  less  disruptive  if  closer  to  the  road.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker, 
Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

The  DEIR  does  not  contain  coverage  of  the  noise  that  will  be  created  at  the  two  sites  near  the 
Concourse  where  the  1 1  -foot  tall  air  vent  stacks  would  be  located  as  a  result  of  the  artificial 
air  handling.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Page  S-  17  Noise  -  It  should  be  noted  that  proposed  ventilation  and  exhaust  systems  will  not 
contribute  to  future  noise  levels. 

Page  172  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  proposed  ventilation  structures,  mechanical  elements 
and  muffling  features  would  be  designed  to  limit  and  reduce  audible  noise  above  ambient 
conditions.  A  discussion  of  noise  levels  without  these  measures  should  be  assessed  and  it 
should  be  determined  if  these  features  would  be  required  as  mitigation  measures.  A  mitigation 
and  monitoring  plan  should  be  developed  for  these  parking  garage  features,  as  well  as  any 
other  mechanical  elements  (if  required  for  the  Tenth  Avenue  Entry  and  Exit  tunnel). 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  172  states: 

Some  noise  would  be  audible  from  the  ventilation  structures.  However,  the  ventilation 
structures,  mechanical  elements,  and  muffling  features  would  be  designed  to  limit 
audible  noise  above  ambient  conditions.  The  10-feet  high  ventilation  structures  would 
be  located  away  from  where  people  generally  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time, 
which  would  also  limit  adverse  noise  effects. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _     _  FINAL  EIR 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24  -  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 

Noise 

Further  detail  on  the  acoustical  impacts  of  the  proposed  ventilation  shafts  was  provided  by 
Charles  M.  Salter  Associates:1 

Our  external  noise  criteria  adjacent  to  the  discharge  and  intake  openings  in  the  Park  is 
45  dBA.  This  exterior  criteria  is  based  on  measurements  of  the  existing  noise  levels  at 
the  Park  at  representative  intake  and  discharge  locations,  during  hours  that  the  Park  is 
impacted  by  vehicular  traffic.  We  have  evaluated  the  mechanical  system  equipment 
and  design  of  and  provided  acoustical  recommendations  for  discharge  attenuation  with 
the  above  stated  goal  in  our  calculations.  Our  recommendations  are  based  on  full- 
speed  fan  operation  of  the  exhaust  system,  an  operational  state  that  will  likely  be  only 
occasionally  reached  during  peak  garage  traffic.  Based  on  the  current  mechanical 
design  and  the  implementation  of  our  recommendations,  the  existing  ambient  noise 
levels  should  not  be  increased. 

Therefore,  the  mechanical  system  proposed  for  the  ventilation  structures  would  not 
exceed  45  dBA  with  incorporation  of  the  acoustical  recommendations  into  the  current 
design.  DEIR  p.  165  states,  "Environmental  noise  levels  are  generally  considered  low 
when  they  are  below  45  dBA,  moderate  in  the  45-  to  60-dBA  Ldn  range,  and  high 
above  60  dBA.  Noise  levels  greater  than  85  dBA  can  cause  temporary  or  permanent 
hearing  loss."  Therefore,  noise  resulting  from  the  ventilation  shafts  would  be 
considered  low  based  on  the  design  of  the  ventilation  shafts.  In  addition,  since  the 
publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  proposed  ventilation  shaft  near  the  New  de Young 
Museum  has  been  relocated.  As  shown  in  Figure  3  (Revised)  on  C&R  p.  77,  the 
proposed  ventilation  shaft  adjacent  to  the  de  Young  would  be  moved  about  50  feet 
further  north  of  the  Children's  Garden  of  Enchantment.  This  would  locate  the 
ventilation  shaft  even  further  from  museum  visitors.  DEIR  p.  165  also  states,  "Noise 
from  stationary  or  point  sources  is  reduced  by  about  6  dBA  to  7.5  dBA  for  every 
doubling  of  distance  at  acoustically  hard  and  soft  locations,  respectively."  Noise  from 
this  ventilation  shaft  would  be  further  reduced  by  this  change  and  would  not  be 
considered  significant.  As  neither  of  the  ventilation  shafts  would  generate  a  significant 
noise  impact,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Phase  II  Traffic  Noise 

Comment 

The  change  in  volumes  of  sound  which  constitutes  the  "background  noise"  is  not  adequately 
considered  in  the  case  of  Phase  II  which  would  reroute  the  through  traffic  away  from  the 
Concourse.  A  high  level  of  "background  noise"  permits  a  false  comparison  of  the  project  as 
proposed  (combining  Phase  I  and  Phase  II)  with  a  variant  on  the  project  (Phase  I  alone)  or 
with  one  of  the  Alternatives  A-F.    (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 

Noise 


Response 

According  to  DEIRp.  173: 

As  with  Phase  I,  the  primary  noise  effect  of  the  Underground  Through  Street  would  be 
the  resulting  changes  in  local  circulation  patterns.  Table  22  shows  predicted  future 
noise  levels  within  the  park  and  surrounding  area  following  the  completion  of  Phase  II. 
As  shown,  the  changes  in  motor  vehicle  trips  and  circulation  patterns  would  increase 
local  noise  levels  by  a  maximum  of  0.6  dBA  Ldn,  which  is  inaudible/imperceptible  to 
most  people.  The  noise  levels  along  several  roadway  links  would  be  reduced  as  a 
result  of  the  changes  in  circulation  patterns  that  would  occur  under  both  phases  of  the 
project. 

DEIR  p.  174  also  discusses  cumulative  noise  impacts: 

...cumulative  traffic-generated  noise  impacts  have  been  assessed  based  on  the 
difference  between  the  existing  traffic  noise  levels  and  the  future  traffic  noise  levels  in 
2015  with  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects.  The  change  in  noise  levels 
is  presented  in  Table  22.  As  shown,  the  increase  in  noise  levels  along  all  of  the 
roadway  segments  within  the  vicinity  would  increase  by  1.8  dBA  Ldn  or  less.  Because 
the  future  noise  levels  at  all  locations  would  increase  by  less  than  3  dBA  Ldn, 
cumulative  development  including  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects 
would  not  result  in  a  substantial  and  permanent  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the 
project  vicinity  and  the  contribution  of  the  Golden  Gate  Concourse  Authority  Projects 
would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 

As  described  on  DEIR  p.  165,  "...a  difference  of  3  dBA  is  a  barely  perceptible  increase  to 
most  people.  A  5-dBA  increase  is  readily  noticeable,  while  a  difference  of  10  dBA  would  be 
perceived  as  a  doubling  of  loudness."  Therefore,  changes  in  noise  levels  would  only  be 
considered  to  constitute  a  significant  impact  if  the  change  in  the  noise  environment  resulting 
from  a  project  would  lead  to  an  increase  of  3  dBA  or  more.  Noise  impacts,  in  turn,  are  based 
on  comparing  existing  noise  levels  with  project-generated  or  cumulative  noise  levels.  Existing 
noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  include  other  noise  sources  such  as  traffic  noise  but  do  not 
exceed  the  noise  standards  established  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Based  on  noise 
measurements  conducted  in  the  Concourse  area  and  the  use  of  the  FHWA  Highway  Noise 
Prediction  Model  used  to  predict  future  noise  levels  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the 
surrounding  area  following  implementation  of  Phase  II,  noise  generated  by  Phase  II  would  not 
contribute  to  a  substantial  change  in  the  noise  level. 
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NOTES  -  Noise 

1     Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Consultants  in  Acoustics  &  Audio/Visual  System  Design,  in  a  letter  titled 
"Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Underground  Parking  Structure  -  Acoustical  Impacts  of  Discharge  Stacks," 
dated  March  6,  2003. 
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AIR  QUALITY 

Underground  Parking  Facility  Effects 
Comments 

As  mentioned  above  in  Visual  Quality  comments,  the  proposed  ventilation  shafts  are  directly 
adjacent  to  the  de  Young's  Children's  Garden.  While  the  Draft  EIR  discusses  the  potential  for 
impacts  of  CO  emissions  to  affect  people  in  the  Park,  it  finds  it  would  not,  partially  because 
"the  ventilation  structures  would  be  located  away  from  where  people  would  congregate  for 
long  periods  of  time."  We  completely  disagree  with  this  finding.  In  fact,  the  shafts  are  located 
near  where  "sensitive  receptors"  -  school  children  -  will  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time  as 
well  as  other  visitors  who  will  sit  and  enjoy  the  Pool  of  Enchantment  and  other  features  of  the 
Children's  Garden.  The  shafts  are  shown  on  the  downward  slope  of  the  hill  immediately 
adjacent  to  areas  designated  for  sitting  and  for  gathering  school  groups  for  instructional  and 
other  activities.  Even  though  they  are  designed  to  the  code  required  10  feet  above  grade,  the 
effective  height  above  the  grade  of  the  people  gathered  nearby  is  certainly  less,  although  how 
high  is  unclear  in  the  Draft  EIR.    (Diane  B.  Wilsey,  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco) 

Concentrated  Air  Pollution  From  Garage    (Patrick  Barron) 

I  wish  the  PARKING  GARAGE  was  a  nightmare  that  I  had  last  night — It  seems  so  archaic  and 
backwards  to  have  a  PARKING  GARAGE  IN  A  PARK,  letting  out  concentrated  AIR 
POLLUTION  from  the  garage,...    (Susan  Witka) 

Page  S-18,  Air  Quality  -  The  effect  of  the  CO  emissions  from  the  exhaust  ventilation  shafts 
should  be  analyzed  to  determine  the  impact.  Attention  should  be  given  to  the  proposed 
ventilation  exhaust  shaft  to  the  north  which  is  proposed  to  be  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
Children's  Garden  of  Enchantment  and  the  Pool  of  Enchantment  planned  by  the  new  de  Young 
Museum  project.    (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate 
Park) 

The  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts  is  woefully  inadequate.  Siting  the  ventilation  structures 
"away  from  where  people  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time"  is  not  an  acceptable  handling 
of  the  problem  of  increased  air  pollution  caused  by  the  garage.  This  essentially  takes  away  my 
ability  to  congregate  in  the  parts  of  the  park  where  the  shafts  will  be  sited,  an  ability  I 
currently  have.  I  don't  feel  that  architects  and  planners  should  have  this  ability  to  abrogate  my 
rights.  Also  the  CO  which  will  be  produced  by  the  extra  cars  in  the  Concourse  is  described 
dismissively  as  affecting  "only  breathing  animals  (p.  S-18)."  The  fact  that  these  issues  are 
addressed  so  nonchalantly,  and  that  the  garage  is  found  to  have  no  adverse  effects  on  air  and 
noise  pollution,  merely  compound  the  perception  that  accuracy  is  not  this  document's  top 
priority.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

The  "dumping"  of  concentrated  air  pollution  from  the  garage  has  not  been  thought  through. 
(Patrick  Myall) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Air  Quality 

Overall,  as  a  general  comment,  it  seems  quite  probable  that  the  Park  Garage  will  encourage, 
not  discourage,  cars  to  travel  to  the  Park  and,  thus,  increase  the  impact  of  automobiles  on  the 
Park.  There  are  several  issues  and  dangers  here  —  compounding  existing  traffic  problems 
and  increasing  the  release  of  pollutants  for  Park  users  (a  major  pollutant  for  asthma  sufferers 
is  nitrogen  dioxide,  not  mentioned  nor  measured),  even  though  bikers,  runners  and  walkers 
will  continue  to  share  the  roadways  with  traffic  in  the  Concourse.    (Pinky  Kushner) 

Response 

Appendix  G  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  III,  Air  Quality,  states  that  the  significance  criteria 
established  by  the  applicable  air  quality  management  district  for  a  project  may  be  relied  upon 
to  evaluate  air  quality  impacts.  In  the  case  of  the  GGPCA  Projects,  the  applicable  air  district 
would  be  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  According  to  Section 
III.F,  Air  Quality  (p.  179)  of  the  DEIR,  "The  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  identifies 
significance  criteria  to  assist  lead  agencies  in  evaluating  potential  air  quality  impacts  of 
projects.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  utilizes  these  criteria  when  evaluating  proposed 
development  projects  and  plans.  As  such,  the  proposed  project  may  result  in  significant  air 
quality  impacts  if  it  (1)  causes  localized  CO  concentrations  near  congested  intersections  to 
exceed  national  and/or  State  standards  or  contributes  substantially  to  CO  concentrations  that 
exceed  standards  without  the  project,  (2)  generates  new  sources  of  operational  emissions  that 
generate  80  pounds  per  day  (ppd)  of  ROG,  NOx  [nitrogen  oxides,  including  nitrogen  dioxide], 
or  PMio,  or  (3)  generates  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number  of  people." 

The  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  for  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans, 
Revised  December  1999,  further  states,  "District  regulations  and  programs  seek  to  minimize 
emissions  of  all  air  pollutants.  These  Guidelines,  however,  focus  primarily  on  the  criteria 
pollutants  for  which  the  region  occasionally  exceeds  State  and  national  standards  (ozone  and 
PMio)  or  for  which  the  region  occasionally  exceeded  State  or  national  standards  in  the  recent 
past  (carbon  monoxide)."  In  other  words,  since  pollutant  levels  are  monitored  in  each  region 
of  California,  pollutants  of  concern  for  the  Bay  Area  have  been  identified  by  the  BAAQMD 
Guidelines  and  are  evaluated  on  a  project  level  under  CEQA. 

Air  pollutant  emissions  associated  with  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  or  Phase  I  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects,  were  evaluated  in  the  DEIR,  on  p.  182: 
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When  completed,  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface 
improvements  would  not  generate  any  new  sources  of  air  pollutant  emissions.  They  do 
not  include  any  new  equipment  that  would  generate  emissions.  They  are  also  not 
considered  to  be  new  destination  sources.  Instead,  they  would  accommodate  the  people 
and  vehicles  accessing  the  Park.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  generate  new 
operations  with  emission  of  ROG,  NOx  or  PMio.  The  primary  air  quality  affect  of  the 
proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  and  surface  improvements  would  be  the 
changes  in  local  circulation  patterns  and  the  resulting  localized  concentrations  of  air 
pollutants. 

The  DEIR  concludes  that  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  generate  new  traffic 
trips  in  and  of  itself.  Therefore  no  new  sources  of  air  pollutants  are  expected  to  be  caused  by 
the  garage  itself. 

With  respect  to  the  garage  ventilation  structures,  the  DEIR,  pp.  183-186,  states: 

The  primary  air  pollutant  of  concern  that  would  be  emitted  through  the  ventilation 
structures  would  be  CO,  since  it  is  directly  emitted  from  motor  vehicles.  CO  does  not 
adversely  affect  plant  life,  only  breathing  animals.  Therefore,  the  emissions  of  CO 
from  these  structures  would  not  affect  the  surrounding  vegetation.  The  localized  CO 
emissions  would  also  be  similar  to  those  of  the  existing  parking  areas  and  roadways  in 
the  Park.  The  emission  of  CO  from  these  structures  would  not  adversely  affect  people 
at  Golden  Gate  Park,  since  the  localized  concentrations  of  CO  near  the  roadways  in  the 
study  area  would  not  exceed  adopted  standards,  there  would  be  much  fewer  vehicles 
operating  within  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  than  on  the  roadways,  the 
ventilation  structures  would  be  10  feet  high  and  the  ventilation  structures  would  be 
located  away  from  where  people  would  congregate  for  long  periods  of  time. 

The  CO  emissions  from  the  ventilation  structures  would  not  violate  air  quality  standards 
established  for  the  nearby  roadways  and  would  be  similar  in  concentration  to  parking  lots  in 
the  Park,  which  do  not  exceed  localized  carbon  monoxide  concentration  standards  established 
by  the  BAAQMD  Guidelines.  Therefore,  CO  emissions  in  the  concentrations  present  in  the 
proposed  garage  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  air  quality  impact. 

The  following  additional  information  concerning  operation  of  the  garage  ventilation  system 
also  concludes  that  CO  concentrations  would  not  have  adverse  air  quality  effects: 

The  garage  ventilation  is  also  designed  with  an  automatic  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
sensing  system  to  modulate  the  ventilation  system.  In  reference  to  California  Building 
Code  Section  1202.2.7,  the  CO  sensing  system  is  required  to  maintain  a  maximum 
average  concentration  of  carbon  monoxide  of  50  parts  per  million  (PPM)  during  any 
eight-hour  period,  with  a  maximum  concentration  not  greater  than  200  PPM  for  a 
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period  not  exceeding  one  hour.  The  sensing  system  is  designed  to  have  two  settings. 
The  first  setting  will  be  at  35  PPM  and  will  activate  the  ventilation  system  at  50% 
capacity.  The  second  setting  will  be  at  100  PPM  and  will  activate  the  system  at  100%. 

Based  on  this  control  sequence,  the  initial  exhaust  discharge  from  each  ventilation 
structure  would  be  97,625  CFM  at  less  than  35  PPM  of  CO  and  the  concentration 
would  gradually  drop  off.  The  exhaust  air  would  immediately  mix  with  the 
atmospheric  air  to  further  dilute  the  concentration.  The  ventilation  system  would  than 
turn  off  after  15  to  20  minutes  on  the  basis  of  the  air  changes  at  50%  exhaust  capacity. 
We  can  assume  that  this  would  be  the  typical  scenario.1 

The  garage  exhaust  system  would,  therefore,  regulate  the  output  of  CO  emissions,  diluting  it 
before  it  is  released  through  the  exhaust  shafts.  Even  under  the  worst-case  scenario,  CO 
emissions  would  still  comply  with  California  Building  Code  Section  1202.2.7.  While  the 
exhaust  would  be  a  single  location  of  emissions,  the  concentrations  at  that  source  would  not 
create  any  adverse  effects. 

The  DEIR,  p.  186,  also  addresses  ozone  emissions  from  the  exhaust  structure: 

Ozone  would  be  the  pollutant  that  could  potentially  adversely  affect  nearby  vegetation. 
Ozone  would  not  be  emitted  from  the  ventilation  structures  in  any  discernable  amounts. 
As  discussed  previously,  ozone  is  formed  when  ROG  and  NOx,  both  byproducts  of 
internal  combustion  engine  exhaust,  undergo  slow  photochemical  reactions  in  the 
presence  of  sunlight.  This  generally  occurs  in  the  upper  atmosphere  at  substantial 
distances  from  the  source  of  the  pollutants.  Therefore,  the  emissions  of  ROG  and  NOx 
from  these  structures  would  be  similar  to  the  existing  parking  spaces  and  roadways  in 
the  Music  Concourse  area  and  would  not  adversely  affect  the  surrounding  vegetation. 

Since  there  would  be  no  operational  emissions  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  project,  ROG 
and  NOx  concentrations  would  be  generated  by  cars  parking  in  the  parking  facility.  ROG  and 
NOx  concentrations  would  be  similar  to  nearby  parking  areas  that  do  not  exceed  the 
BAAQMD  Guidelines  Significance  Criteria.  Therefore,  this  would  not  be  considered  a 
significant  impact  under  CEQA. 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

1     G.  M.  Lim  &  Associates,  letter  to  Gordon  H.  Chong  and  Partners,  March  7,  2003.  This  letter  is  available 
for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 
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TOPICS  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  INITIAL  STUDY 
Lights,  Glare  and  Biology 

Comments 

In  the  final  EIR,  there  needs  to  be  a  full  discussion  of  light  pollution  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 
Any  alteration  to  the  Music  Concourse  should  be  sensitive  to  issues  of  light  and  should  not 
pollute  the  night  sky  with  incursions  of  illumination. 

Please  expand  the  DEIR  to  include  discussions  of  light.  I  would  hope  that  any  final  plans 
would  make  provisions  for  the  deflection  of  light  downward  rather  upward  and  spreading,  as 
this  would  minimize  light  pollution  in  the  dark  environment  of  the  Park.  {Darcy  Cohri) 

Page  S-38,  Areas  of  Controversy  -  Visual  Impacts  associated  with  the  light  boards  for  the 
garage  along  Fulton  Street  may  be  controversial. 

Page  44  -  The  project  Initial  Study  does  not  evaluate  glare  and  light  from  the  proposed 
electronic  sign  boards  along  Fulton  Street.  The  Visual  Quality  section  should  evaluate  this 
project  component  and  determine  its  impacts  to  visual  quality  of  the  park,  as  well  as  its 
consistency  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  {Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  Concourse  is  located  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  park,  which,  as  stated  on  page  4-25  of 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  is  by  design  the  more  actively  used  portion  of  the  park. 
Some  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  park — such  as  lake  and  woodland  areas,  the  Strybing 
Arboretum,  and  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers— have  been  identified  in  the  Plan  as  principal 
areas  to  experience  wildlife;  however,  the  Music  Concourse  is  not  among  these.  The  Master 
Plan  recognized  the  role  of  the  Music  Concourse  as  a  cultural  center  and  proposed 
improvements  to  consolidate  and  increase  use  of  the  area. 

As  described  on  page  9-5  of  the  Master  Plan,  the  de Young  Museum  and  CAS  are  recognized 
night  use  areas,  and  the  Master  Plan  designated  these  areas,  as  well  as  the  roadways  adjacent 
to  these  structures  and  to  the  Music  Concourse,  as  highest  priority /lighting  level  areas  and 
target  areas  for  security  lighting  improvement.  The  Master  Plan  also  designated  the 
intersections  of  King  Drive/Tea  Garden  Drive,  King  Drive/Academy  Drive,  and  Fulton/Tea 
Garden  Drive/^  Avenue  as  "Important  Intersections"  with  medium  priority/lighting  target 
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levels.  The  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  park  lighting  goals  of  the  Master 
Plan,  as  described  on  pp.  20-21  of  the  Initial  Study  (Appendix  A  of  the  DEIR): 

[v]ehicle  parking,  drive  aisles,  pedestrian  walkways  and  vehicular  tunnels  would  be 
illuminated  as  part  of  the  proposed  parking  facility.  All  drive  aisles  and  parking  spaces 
would  be  illuminated  with  one  fixture  per  bay.  The  proposed  parking  facility  would 
include  illumination  of  all  pedestrian  tunnels.  The  proposed  garage  project  would 
generally  replace  the  existing  street  lighting  poles  to  meet  the  Park  lighting 
specifications  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Many  of  the  proposed  sources  of  light  would  be  located  underground,  with  additional  light 
sources  in  pedestrian  and  vehicle  tunnels  and  replacement  and  upgrades  of  lighting  systems 
along  Academy  Drive,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  adjacent  segments  of  King  Drive.  The  Master 
Plan  proposed  to  create  a  safety  "beacon"  lighting  system  and  specified  the  type  of  outdoor 
light  fixture  that  would  be  used:  page  9-4  includes  a  diagram  of  the  fixture— a  historic  design 
similar  to  fixtures  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco— which  includes  an  acorn-style  luminaire  on  an 
approximately  16-foot,  traditional-style  pole.  The  intent  of  the  proposed  project  with  respect 
to  lighting  is  to  implement  the  improvements  specified  in  the  Master  Plan,  including 
installation  of  this  fixture  type,  to  increase  ambient  light  in  selected  areas  to  levels  acceptable 
for  security  purposes.  As  described  above,  these  areas  already  experience  nighttime  activity, 
and  although  some  light  spillage  could  occur  from  security  lighting  in  the  Underground 
Parking  Facility  and  pedestrian  and  vehicle  tunnels,  spillage  would  occur  in  or  in  close 
proximity  to  the  nighttime  use  areas  of  CAS  and  the  de Young  Museum,  or  onto  existing, 
lighted  roadways  near  the  proposed  Underground  Parking  Facility  entry  portals.  The  lighting 
levels  would  be  designed  to  be  consistent  with  the  security  lighting  levels  addressed  in  the 
Master  Plan,  and  would  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  GGPCA  and  the  City 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission. 

Lighted  signs  provided  at  the  entrance  portals  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  are 
intended  to  indicate  whether  either  or  both  of  the  parking  areas  are  full.  The  signs  would  be 
designed  with  low  profiles,  would  be  placed  at  portal  entrances,  and  would  not  constitute 
substantial  additional  sources  of  light.  Further,  the  signs  would  face  existing  roadways  such  as 
Fulton  Street  and  Academy  Drive,  rather  than  landscaped  park  areas.  The  signs  would  be 


Case  No.  200 1.91  IE  FINAL  EIR 

.  ,  ,  C'^^I^  ^^/| 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Topics  Addressed  in  the  Initial  Study 

designed  for  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan,  and  would  be  subject  to  review  and  approval 
by  the  GGPCA  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  included  an  analysis  of  potential  light  impacts  of  the 
Master  Plan.  As  stated  on  p.  193  of  the  Master  Plan  EIR,  the  analysis  determined  that 
implementation  of  the  plan  (including  proposed  increases  in  lighting)  would  not  result  in 
obtrusive  light.  The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  Master  Plan,  as 
discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  36-39,  in  proposing  improvements  in  an  area  recognized  by  the  Master 
Plan  as  a  cultural  center  in  the  Park,  and  with  a  recognized  need  for  upgraded  security 
lighting.  Consequently,  the  conclusions  of  the  visual  quality  impact  analysis  in  the  Master 
Plan  EIR  remain  relevant  for  the  proposed  project,  and  consistent  with  the  Master  Plan  EIR, 
the  impacts  of  the  project  with  respect  to  light  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Comments 

Question— What  will  be  the  impacts  of  more  vehicular  traffic  accessing  the  park  and  the 
garage  at  night  have  on  nocturnal  resident  wildlife  (raccoon,  skunk,  opossum,  owls  etc)  that 
forage  for  food  at  night?  One  of  the  main  reasons  for  the  garage  is  for  big  upscale  night  time 
events  at  the  academy  and  the  new  de Young.  Patrons  will  drive  into  the  garage  and  never  have 
to  walk  in  the  "scary"  park  at  night.  Most  roadkill  occurs  at  night.  (Haight  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  a  naturalistic  park  with  night  animals  including  several  species  of  bats  in 
the  Arboretum  and  nesting  birds  that  depend  upon  night  darkness.  (Darcy  Cohn) 

Response 

Golden  Gate  Park  supports  a  range  of  wildlife,  including  nocturnal  mammals  such  as  raccoons 
and  skunks.  While  traffic  volumes  on  park  roads  in  nighttime  periods  are  much  lower  than 
during  the  day,  accidental  road  kills  of  such  animals  do  occur.  The  proposed  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility  would  not  be  expected  to  change  potential  for  such  road  kills. 
The  Underground  Parking  Faculty  would  include  one  entrance  outside  the  Park,  so  that 
visitors  using  that  entrance  and  exit  for  a  nighttime  event  would  avoid  surface  roads  in  the 
Park.  Other  patrons  of  the  parking  facility  using  the  proposed  Academy  Drive  entrance  and 
exit  would  use  some  surface  roads.  The  Phase  II  Underground  Through  Road,  if 
implemented,  would  also  reduce  surface  road  travel  at  night.  Overall,  the  proposed  GGPCA 
Projects  would  not  have  substantial  effects  on  Park  wildlife. 
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Also,  as  described  on  p.  244  of  the  Master  Plan  EIR,  implementation  of  the  Master  Plan  is 
expected  to  provide  an  overall  benefit  for  common  mammals,  songbirds,  and  sensitive  raptor 
species  by  improving  habitat  values  in  the  park  as  a  whole,  even  with  some  intensification  of 
human  use  in  areas  of  the  park.  Further,  the  proposed  increase  in  nighttime  security  lighting 
would  provide  greater  visibility  on  the  roadways  surrounding  the  Music  Concourse  and 
adjacent  to  Underground  Parking  Facility  portals,  which  would  reduce  any  risk  to  wildlife  that 
may  be  present.    Consequently,  the  conclusions  of  the  biological  resources  impact  analysis 
with  respect  to  common  wildlife  and  sensitive  raptor  species  in  the  Master  Plan  EIR  remain 
relevant  for  the  proposed  project,  and  consistent  with  the  Master  Plan,  the  impacts  of  the 
project  with  respect  to  these  species  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Geology /Topography 

Comment 

Page  S-27  Geology  -  The  discussion  should  include  a  requirement  that  the  Project  Sponsor  will 
ensure  that  the  construction  contractors  would  conduct  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing 
conditions,  including  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the  Tea  Garden.  {Elizabeth 
Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

See  revised  Mitigation  Measure  24  on  C&R  p.  119.  Implementation  of  this  mitigation 
measure  would  ensure  that  any  park  structures  adjacent  to  construction  activities— including 
(as  determined  by  the  geotechnical  engineer)  the  de Young  Museum,  CAS,  Spreckels  Temple 
of  Music,  and  Tea  Garden— would  be  monitored  for  damage  during  construction. 

Hazardous  Materials  Mitigation 
Comment 

Pages  202  and  203,  Section  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  Section  F,  Hazards,  Mitigation  Measure 
#29. 

A.       The  draft  EIR  indicates  that  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessments  will 
be  conducted  as  a  mitigation  measure  under  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
(SFDPH)  oversight.  DTSC  recommends  modifying  mitigation  measure  #29  to  require 
the  following  prior  to  initiation  of  any  earth-moving  activities: 
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1)  SFDPH  concurrence  or  approval  of  a  no  action  recommendation  in  the  Phase  I 
Environmental  Assessment  Report;  or 

2)  SFDPH  concurrence  that  the  Site  has  been  adequately  characterized  and 
approval  of  a  no  further  action  required  recommendation  in  the  Phase  II 
Environmental  Assessment  Report;  or 

3)  SFDPH  concurrence  that  the  Site  has  been  adequately  characterized,  SFDPH 
approval  of  the  cleanup  methods  and  cleanup  goals  to  be  utilized,  and  SFDPH 
approval  of  the  adequacy  of  the  cleanup  of  all  hazardous  substances  and 
hazardous  materials  which  could  pose  a  threat  to  public  health  and/or  the 
environment.  (Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal 
Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

Mitigation  Measure  29,  DEIR  pp.  S-29  and  202,  states  that  the  project  sponsor  would  enter 
into  a  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Health  (DPH).  Therefore,  under  DPH  oversight,  any  site  cleanup,  if  necessary,  would  have  to 
be  approved  by  DPH  prior  or  concurrent  with  any  earth-moving  activities. 

Comment 

DTSC  also  recommends  modifying  mitigation  measure  #29  to  require  the  following: 

A.  all  engineering  and  geological  work  be  conducted  in  conformance  with  applicable  state 
law,  including  but  not  limited  to,  Business  and  Professions  Code  sections  6735  and 
7835;  and 

B.  compliance  with  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.5  for 
generation,  storage,  handling  and  transportation  of  hazardous  wastes.  (Barbara  J. 
Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch, 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

Mitigation  Measure  29,  DEIR  pp.  S-29  and  203,  is  revised  to  include  new  paragraph  d.  as 
follows: 


All  engineering  and  geological  work  would  be  conducted  in  conformance  with 
applicable  state  law,  including  but  not  limited  to  Business  and  Professions  Code 
sections  6735  and  7835,  and  in  compliance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 
Code.  Division  20.  Chapter  6.5  for  generation,  storage,  handling  and 
transportation  of  hazardous  wastes. 
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I 


Comment 


DTSC  recommends  adding  language  in  the  draft  EIR  to  clarify: 

A.  how  the  environmental  impacts  of  any  SFDPH  required  response  actions  will  be 
analyzed  and  addressed  within  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  process;  and 

B.  who  will  determine  if  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  will  be  required  (page  36,  section 
9a,  paragraph  3),  what  criteria  this  decision  will  be  based  upon;  and  whether  SFDPH 
approval  of  this  document  is  required  prior  to  earth-moving  activities.  (Barbara  J. 
Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch, 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

Environmental  impacts  of  any  DPH  response  would  be  addressed  through  implementation  of 
Mitigation  Measure  29,  including  review  of  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  reviewed  by  DPH, 
to  protect  construction  workers,  the  public,  and  the  environment,  as  discussed  on  DEIR  pp. 
202-203: 

If  the  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  assessments  result  in  earth-moving  activity  that  requires 
preparation  of  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan,  in  addition  to  measures  that  protect  on- 
site  workers,  the  plan  would  include  measures  to  minimize  public  exposure  to 
contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include  dust  control,  appropriate  site 
security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of  warning  signs,  and  would  apply 
from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the  completion  of  earthwork  construction. 

Comment 


Page  203,  Section  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  Section  F,  Hazards,  #29(b).  The  language  in  this 
mitigation  measure  is  confusing.  The  description  of  this  project  did  not  include  demolition  of 
buildings.  However,  language  is  included  in  this  mitigation  measure  which  suggests  that 
building  demolition  is  possible.  Therefore,  DTSC  recommends  revising  this  mitigation 
measure  to  require  SFDPH  approval  of  asbestos  and  lead  surveys  for  any  buildings  requiring 
demolition  prior  to  demolition.  (Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal 
Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

The  proposed  project  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  would  not  require  demolition  of  existing  buildings. 
Therefore,  Mitigation  Measure  29,  paragraphs  b  and  c,  DEIR  pp.  S-29  and  203,  are  revised 
as  follows: 
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b.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site,  surveys  a  Phase  I 
Environmental  Site  Assessment  would  be  conducted  to  identify  any  potentially 
hazardous  materials  (other  than  asbestos  and  lead)  in  existing  buildings  or 
building  materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  would  identify  any 
polychlorinatcd  biphenlys,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials  that  would 
require  removal  and  disposal  before  demoltion.  These  surveys  environmental 
conditions.  The  Phase  I  and  any  further  investigation  or  remediation,  if 
recommended,  would  be  conducted  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or 
a  similarly  qualified  individual. 

c.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure 
would  be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any 
other  agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  a4i 
hazardous  materials  have  been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and 
groundwater  analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate, 
the  project  sponsor  would  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies 
identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the 
mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The  report  would  describe  the  steps 
taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying 
documentation.  The  report  would  be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental 
Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all  necessary 
mitigation  measures  have  been  implemented. 

Comment 

If  chemicals  remain  in  soil  and/or  groundwater  following  development  at  levels  which  could 
pose  a  significant  risk  to  public  health  and/or  the  environment  or  if  cleanup  goals  for  this  Site 
are  based  upon  an  exposure  scenario  other  than  unrestricted  land  use,  DTSC  recommends 
requiring  land  use  restrictions  which  run  with  the  land  to  ensure  that  subsequent  owners  and/or 
occupants  of  the  property  are  informed  about  conditions  at  the  Site  and  to  ensure  that  any 
remedy  installed  at  the  Site  remains  protective  of  public  health  and  the  environment.  (Barbara 
J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California,  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department 
of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

Any  land  use  restrictions  placed  on  the  project  would  be  based  on  results  of  the  Phase  I  and  II 
investigations  conducted  for  the  project  and  subsequent  remedial  action  plans  and  goals 
approved  by  DPH  in  accordance  with  the  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  as  part  of 
implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  29. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
Adequacy  of  Alternatives 
Comments 

As  you  know  there  have  been  presented  other  ways  to  configure  the  garage  to  eliminate  the 
need  to  destroy  these  valued  structures.  Please,  seriously  consider  the  alternatives  to  removing 
the  tunnels.  (Denise  D'Anne,  Building  Inspection  Commissioner) 

CEQA  mandates  that  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor 
or  others.  (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Now,  the  general  garage  plan  has  manifested  negative  impacts  on  the  significant  historic 
resources,  the  pedestrian  access,  traffic,  transit  and  on  the  surrounding  communities.  But  of 
the  deficiencies  of  the  draft  environmental  plan,  the  most  glaring  is  the  lack  of  any  garage 
alternative  to  mitigate  the  many  major  impacts.    (Chris  Duderstadt) 

Conclusions  about  the  Adequacy  of  the  Environmental  Analysis  -  It  could  be  argued  that  the 
alternatives  were  analyzed  in  enough  detail  to  serves  as  the  "Alternatives  Analysis"  for  a 
project,  as  required  by  CEQA.  However,  it  would  be  erroneous  for  the  EIR  to  maintain  that 
the  transportation  impacts  of  the  alternatives  are  "less  than  significant"  based  on  the  extremely 
limited  review  contained  in  the  Transportation  Study.  (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice  President, 
Abrams  Associates) 

First  let  me  show  you  what  Phase  I  will  give  us  per  their  drawing.  All  of  the  traffic  will 
remain  in  the  Concourse  as  is.  There  will  be  no  pedestrian  oasis.  The  public  process  has  been 
subverted.  Though  you  will  not  be  asked  to  rule  on  this  project  for  two  more  months  and 
although  your  own  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  has  ruled  that  mitigating 
alternatives  must  be  considered,  this  design  you  are  expected  to  approve  has  been  in 
construction  documentation  since  October. 

Alternatives  that  would  —  that  have  been  presented  that  address  all  of  the  impacts,  they  were 
preferred  by  the  public  in  authority  workshops  two  to  one,  and  they  would  mitigate  the 
impacts  identified  in  the  Planning  Department's  only  advisory  —  by  their  own  advisors,  but  no 
garage  alternatives  are  considered. 

As  the  project  design  manifests  significant  impacts  to  the  park  and  the  communities  around  it, 
I  respectfully  request  that  you  direct  the  planning  department,  as  required  by  CEQA,  Article 
9,  to  consider  alternatives  presented  by  individuals  not  involved  as  the  project  sponsors,  but 
which  could  reasonably  be  expected  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  if  required  as  conditions  of  the 
approval  of  the  project.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

No  garage  alternatives  were  offered  or  studied.  This  is  not  acceptable.  (Jim  Iwersen  &  RolfD. 
Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-270  

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  authority  Projects  July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Alternatives 


The  "Alternatives"  presented  are  incomplete  and  minimalist,  hence,  inadequate,  therefore  they 
do  not  really  offer  legitimate  alternatives  at  all.  (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

CEQA  requires  the  project  sponsors  to  consider  alternative  to  the  proposed  project. 
Alternatives  to  the  garage  and  roadway  design  must  be  presented  which  would  allow  decision 
makers  to  identify  and  authorize  surface  access  and  circulation  improvements  which  would  be 
consistent  with  Prop.  J,  and  thus  create  a  true  Pedestrian  Oasis  and  reduce  the  impact  of 
automobiles  in  the  park. 

There  is  no  alternative  presented  to  the  proposed  garage  except  for  mention  of  a  no  project 
alternative.  The  Alliance  believes  that  only  alternatives  which  do  not  include  the  second 
entrance  to  the  garage  inside  the  park  and  which  do  not  destroy  the  existing  historical  tunnel 
system  be  given  further  consideration,  as  the  entrance  is  contrary  to  Prop.  J's  stated  goal  of 
creating  a  Pedestrian  Oasis  and  a  park  in  which  the  presence  of  the  automobile  park  is  less 
visible.  Locating  all  entrances  and  exists  outside  of  the  Park  also  assists  in  achieving  the 
second  purpose  of  eliminating  an  interaction  between  pedestrians  and  automobiles. 
Consideration  of  the  traffic  impacts  of  a  single  entrance  outside  of  the  Park,  along  with 
suitable  traffic  handling  mitigations,  will  show  that  the  proposed  entrance  is  not  only  illegal 
but  unnecessary.  In  addition,  diverting  garage  traffic  from  MLK  Drive  will  reduce  the  impacts 
of  traffic  congestion  on  the  Muni  44  Line  on  Ninth  Avenue  and  constitute  the  kind  of  transit 
enhancement  and  "transit  first"  policy  implementations  as  called  for  in  section  8  of  Prop  J. 
The  small  off  peak  increase  in  traffic  on  Crossover  Drive  can  be  easily  absorbed,  while  design 
improvements  can  be  provided  to  assist  traffic  movement  at  the  Stanyan/Fulton  intersection. 
(Steven  Willis,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  Christopher  Duderstadt,  Jim  Iwers en,  The  Alliance  for 
Golden  Gate  Park) 

There  is  a  complete  lack  of  alternatives  for  this  Garage  design  as  mandated  by  significant 
impacts.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

It  is  quite  striking  that  the  DEIR  has  no  alternative  designs  for  Phase  I,  while  the  DEIR  does 
have  alternatives  for  Phase  II,  whose  future  existence  is  in  question  due  to  a  lack  of  funds. 
This  seems  odd  because  the  purpose  of  alternative  designs  is  not  for  something  that  may  never 
be  built,  but  alternatives  for  what  probably  will  be  built.  The  remedy  is  obvious:  the  DEIR 
must  include  alternative  designs  for  Phase  I.  (Pinky  Kushner) 

The  DEIR  should  include  an  Alternative  with  no  driving  within  the  Concourse  for  Phase  1. 

Since  this  is  an  actual  plan  presented  to  the  Concourse  Authority  at  its  public  meeting  in 
November,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  should  be  taking  it  through  the  CEQA  process.  The 
Alternative  presented  included  only  bus  traffic,  maintenance  and  emergency  vehicles  on  the 
surface  roadways  around  the  Concourse.  Drop  off  and  disabled  parking  can  be  provided  on 
MLK  or  Middle  Drive.  In  addition,  the  Sierra  Club  feels  that  this  alternative  also  needs  to 
include  having  no  garage  entrance  and  exit  within  the  concourse,  in  order  to  properly 
determine  the  impact  of  the  entrance.  (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee, 
Sierra  Club) 
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Alternatives  exist  that  will  protect  the  Concourse  and  its  tunnels  but  they  are  not  discussed  in 
the  DEIR:  One  garage  can  be  built  around  the  de Young  with  NO  auto  entrances  in  the  Park. 
Or  no  garage  could  be  built  and  a  Park  shuttle  permanently  funded  that  will  bring  people  from 
the  800  empty  spaces  at  UCSF  and  serve  all  of  the  Park.  {Joan  Downey,  President,  Cole 
Valley  Improvement  Association) 

Response 

In  summary,  the  comments  state  that  the  DEIR  does  not  analyze  an  alternative  location  or 
configuration  for  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility;  the  EIR  should  consider  Phase  I 
alternatives  proposed  by  commentors;  the  EIR  should  consider  a  Phase  I  alternative  that  does 
not  have  a  second  entrance  in  the  Park;  the  EIR  should  consider  a  Phase  I  alternative  that 
would  not  eliminate  the  existing  Concourse  pedestrian  tunnel  system;  the  EIR  should  consider 
a  Phase  I  alternative  that  would  preclude  vehicles  within  the  Concourse  area  other  than  buses, 
maintenance  and  emergency  vehicles;  and  the  EIR  should  consider  a  Phase  I  alternative  that 
would  create  a  pedestrian  oasis.  The  comments  state  that  consideration  of  these  alternatives  is 
necessary  to  address  land  use,  transportation,  historic  resources,  and  other  impacts  of  Phase  I, 
which  the  commentors  contend  are  significant. 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  CEQA  Guidelines  require  that  an  EIR 
"describe  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  project,  or  to  the  location  of  the  project, 
which  would  feasibly  attain  most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project,  but  would  avoid  or 
substantially  lessen  any  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  project,  and  evaluate  the  comparative 
merits  of  the  alternatives.  An  EIR  need  not  consider  every  conceivable  alternative  to  a 
project.  Rather  it  must  consider  a  reasonable  range  of  potentially  feasible  alternatives  that  will 
foster  informed  decision  making  and  public  participation."  (Guidelines  Section  15126.6(a).) 

"[T]he  discussion  of  alternatives  shall  focus  on  alternatives  to  the  project  or  its  location  which 
are  capable  of  avoiding  or  substantially  lessening  any  significant  effects  of  the  project." 
(Guidelines  Section  15126.6(b).) 

"The  EIR  should  also  identify  any  alternatives  that  were  considered  by  the  lead  agency  but 
were  rejected  as  infeasible  during  the  scoping  process  and  briefly  explain  the  reasons 
underlying  the  lead  agency's  determination."  (Guidelines  Section  15126.6(c).) 
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"The  range  of  alternative  required  in  an  EIR  is  governed  by  a  'rule  of  reason'  that  requires  the 
EIR  to  set  forth  only  those  alternatives  necessary  to  permit  a  reasoned  choice.  The 
alternatives  shall  be  limited  to  ones  that  would  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  any  of  the 
significant  effects  of  the  project."  (Guidelines  Section  15126.6(f).) 

"In  determining  whether  an  alternative  location  should  be  considered,  "[t]he  key  question  and 
first  step  in  analysis  is  whether  any  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  project  would  be  avoided  or 
substantially  lessened  by  putting  the  project  in  another  location."  (Guidelines  Section 
15126.6(f)(2)(A).) 

As  discussed  in  DEIR  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  and  Chapter  V, 
Significant  Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot  Be  Avoided  If  the  Proposed  Project  Is 
Implemented,  as  well  as  in  the  Responses  to  Comments  herein,  the  DEIR  identifies  only  one 
potential  significant  effect  that  cannot  be  avoided  or  substantially  lessened  through  the 
implementation  of  feasible  mitigation  measures.  That  one  potentially  significant  effect  is  the 
effect  that  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street,  would  have  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell, 
a  historical  resource,  "that  could  only  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by  selection  of  an  alternative 
project  design,  size  or  location  of  the  Underground  Through  Street."  (DEIR,  p.  208.)  Phase 
I,  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  would  not  involve  a  potential  significant  effect  that 
cannot  be  avoided  or  substantially  lessened  through  the  implementation  of  feasible  mitigation 
measures.  Therefore,  neither  CEQA  nor  the  Guidelines  requires  the  EIR  to  include  an 
alternative  to  the  location,  configuration  or  any  other  aspect  of  Phase  I  Underground  Parking 
Facility. 

The  DEIR  does  include  Alternative  B  to  the  GGPCA  Projects  which  would  not  include  the 
Phase  II  Underground  Through  Street,  and  thereby  would  avoid  a  significant  effect  on  the 
Rhododendron  Dell.  The  DEIR  also  includes  Alternatives  C,  D,  E  and  F,  a  range  of 
alternatives  to  the  Phase  I  Concourse  circulation  plans  and  the  Phase  II  access  and  Concourse 
circulation  plans.  The  DEIR  also  includes  the  No  Project  Alternative  required  by  Guidelines 
Section  15126(e).  The  DEIR  complies  with  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.6  by  describing 
a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  that  have  fostered,  and  will  continue  to  foster  informed 
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decision  making  and  public  debate  about  the  feasibility  of  attaining  the  basic  objectives  of  the 
GGPCA  Projects  while  avoiding  or  substantially  lessening  significant  effects. 

In  addition  to  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIR,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  engaged  in  a  conceptual  design  study,  including  public  outreach  and  review  of  a 
series  of  alternatives  for  potential  Underground  Parking  Facility  configurations,  surface 
circulation  changes,  and  Underground  Through  Street  routes  to  meet  various  project  objectives 
and  public  concerns.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  223,  this  process  resulted  in  the  May  2001 
Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Underground  Parking  Garage.  The  Authority  board  reviewed  that  study,  as  well  as  public 
comments,  and  dropped  four  alternatives  described  in  the  study  from  further  consideration. 
As  required  by  Guidelines  Section  15126.6(c),  those  four  alternatives  and  the  reasons  for  their 
rejection  are  summarized  on  DEIR  pp.  223-225.  Thus,  the  DEIR  includes  appropriate  review 
of  alternatives. 

Although  not  required  by  CEQA  and  the  Guidelines,  these  responses  review  an  additional 
alternative  proposed  by  Christopher  Duderstadt  (referenced  to  herein  as  "May  2001 
Alternative  6  Variant,"  or  "Variant."  This  alternative  is  similar  to  Alternative  6  in  the  May 
2001  study.  Alternative  6  was  rejected  by  the  Authority  board  for  the  reasons  summarized  on 
DEIR  p.  224,  and  discussed  more  fully  below. 

Although  no  further  alternatives  analysis  is  required  by  CEQA,  in  response  to  the  comments 
noted  above,  both  the  May  2001  Alternative  6  and  the  Alternative  6  Variant  analyze  an 
alternative  location  and  configuration  for  the  Underground  Parking  Facility;  the  May  2001 
Alternative  6  Variant  would  not  have  a  second  entrance  in  the  Park  and  would  maintain  the 
existing  Concourse  pedestrian  tunnel  system;  the  Variant  would  prohibit  vehicles  within  the 
Concourse  Area,  other  than  buses,  maintenance  and  emergency  vehicles.  In  addition,  the 
DEIR  includes  Alternative  C,  which  would  also  substantially  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles 
within  the  Concourse  Area  by  limiting  through  access  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music 
Concourse  to  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles,  and  restricting  use  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and 
Academy  Drive  loop  for  drop-off  and  pick-up  by  buses  and  taxis. 
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Alternative  A:  No  Project 
Comments 

The  "No  Project"  alternative  should  be  studied  in  greater  detail.  (Jennifer  Clary,  President, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

We  believe  that  the  analysis  done  for  the  no-build  alternative  in  the  draft  EIS  is  inadequate  for 
these  purposes. 

CEQA  requires  that  the  no-build  alternative  be  evaluated  at  the  same  level  as  the  other 
alternatives,  providing  as  much  information.  (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation 
Committee,  Sierra  Club). 

Response 

Alternative  A:  No  Project  on  DEIR  pp.  210-211  describes  the  future  conditions  if  the 
proposed  GGPCA  Projects  were  not  implemented,  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section 
15126.6(e).  Those  conditions  would  be  as  described  in  the  environmental  setting  sections  of 
Chapter  III.  Other  changes  could  occur  through  improvements  based  on  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  210. 

Future  transportation,  noise,  and  air  quality  conditions  would  occur  as  described  with 
cumulative  growth,  but  without  the  project  contribution.  That  future  condition  without  the 
GGPCA  Projects  would  be  assumed  to  include  completion  of  the  New  de Young  Museum, 
currently  under  construction,  and  the  new  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  currently  in  public 
review.  The  DEIR  transportation  analysis  includes  Baseline  Conditions,  defined  as  Existing 
conditions  plus  travel  associated  with  the  new  museums,  as  described  on  DEIR  pp.  116-127. 
That  Baseline  analysis  presents  weekday,  Saturday,  and  Sunday  intersection  LOS  at  the  study 
intersections  (Tables  3-5,  pp.  122-124),  and  weekday,  Saturday,  and  Sunday  parking 
conditions  (Tables  6-8,  pp.  125-127).  Baseline  conditions  would  not  affect  overall  LOS 
conditions,  though  average  delay  would  increase  at  most  of  the  study  intersections.  Parking 
occupancy  in  the  Park  and  adjacent  areas  would  increase  6%  to  8%  from  existing  conditions. 

The  following  is  added  as  a  new  first  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  211,  to  note  Baseline 
Conditions  with  the  No  Project  Alternative: 

With  the  No  Project  Alternative,  traffic  and  circulation  changes  associated  with  the 
New  de  Young  Museum  and  proposed  New  California  Academy  of  Sciences  would  still 
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occur  and  would  be  as  described  in  Chapter  III,  p.  116-127.  with  Baseline  Conditions. 
The  Baseline  would  not  affect  overall  LOS  conditions,  though  average  delay  would 
increase  at  most  of  the  study  intersections.  Parking  occupancy  in  the  Park  and  adjacent 
areas  would  increase  6%  to  8%  from  existing  conditions. 

Alternative  C:  Phase  I  With  Muni  and  Emergency  Vehicle  Access 

Comment 

Likewise,  the  Alternatives'  analyses  should  also  include  this  discussion. 

Alternatives  C  and  E  would  have  the  same  significant  impact  on  historic  patterns  and 
orientation  as  Phase  II. 

Alternative  C  raises  many  of  the  same  concerns  and  problems  as  does  Phase  II,  particularly 
impacts  to  Historic  Resources  and  Transportation  and  should  be  discussed  in  this  section. 
Cumulative  impacts  with  the  proposed  Saturday  Road  Closure  should  also  be  considered. 

Although  not  an  environmental  impact,  by  limiting  access  from  the  north,  this  alternative  will 
complicate  circulation  and  access  and  will  ultimately  discourage  visitation  to  the  museum. 
(Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

Response 

Alternative  C:  Phase  I  with  Muni  and  Emergency  Access  Only,  DEIR  pp.  212-214,  would 
eliminate  through  access  between  Kennedy  Drive  and  the  Music  Concourse.  Vehicles  using  the 
Concourse  roadways  for  pick-up  or  drop-off  at  the  New  de Young  Museum  or  the  CAS  would 
need  to  enter  the  Concourse  from  King  Drive  with  a  one-way  loop,  as  described  on  DEIR  p. 
212.  As  discussed  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  234,  regular  users  of  the  Park  and  the  Music 
Concourse  institutions  would  adapt  to  the  new  circulation  pattern,  similar  to  what  currently 
occurs  with  the  Sunday  closure  of  Kennedy  Drive  when  direct  access  from  Eighth  Avenue  or 
Tenth  Avenue  to  Kennedy  Drive  is  limited  to  Muni.  The  circulation  pattern  would  increase 
travel  times  to  the  Concourse,  but  this  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  effect. 

See  also  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97  regarding  historic  circulation  patterns  in  the  Concourse, 
and  the  response  on  C&R  p.  206  regarding  Saturday  Closure  effects  with  cumulative 
conditions. 
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Comment 

This  alternative  eliminates  through  access  between  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  Music 
Concourse,  restricting  access  to  Muni  and  emergency  vehicles  only.  The  discussion  does  not 
address  signage,  types  of  physical  barriers  and  enforcement  devices  to  be  implemented.  The 
discussion  should  include  an  analysis  of  operational  costs  to  enforce  the  restriction.  The 
alternative,  as  discussed,  will  lead  to  drivers'  confusion  and  result  in  additional  traffic  volume 
circulating  in  the  Music  Concourse,  on  Martin  Luther  King  Drive  and  on  Middle  Drive  East. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  with  other  improvements  with  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  or  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street,  appropriate  directional  signage  would  be  provided  on  roadways 
near  the  Park  and  at  the  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue  entrances.  The  signage  would  be 
designed  to  be  visible  to  drivers  as  well  as  consistent  with  the  Park  setting.  As  with  current 
Sunday  closure  operations,  there  would  need  to  be  a  gate  or  barrier  system,  or  traffic  control 
officers  to  permit  Muni  and  other  permitted  vehicles  to  enter  or  leave  the  Concourse  from 
Kennedy  Drive.  The  form  of  these  controls  has  not  been  developed,  and  costs  of  operation 
cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  these  controls  would  not  alter 
the  environmental  analysis  for  Alternative  C. 


Comment 

PAGE  S-35  ALTERNATIVE  C:  ONLY  Muni  AND  EMERGENCY  VEHICLES  ALLOWED 
TO  CROSS  BETWEEN  THE  CONCOURSE  AND  JFK. 

OMISSION:  There  is  no  discussion  of  where  cross-park  traffic  will  go  with  this  arrangement. 
The  likely  result  will  be  to  push  them  to  Middle  Drive,  Bowling  Green,  and  JFK  increasing 
overall  traffic  in  the  Park  with  this  plan.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

With  Alternative  C,  there  would  be  no  direct  access  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Concourse. 
Therefore,  the  weekday  and  Saturday  conditions  were  assumed  to  divert  additional  traffic  to 
other  intersections. 

This  diversion  would  result  in  additional  vehicle  trips  on  routes  including  Middle  Drive  East 
between  King  Drive  and  Kennedy  Drive.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  214,  Alternative  C  would 
have  a  significant  Level  of  Service  effect  at  Kennedy /Middle  Drive  East  (Weekday  PM)  and 
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King/Middle  Drive  East  (Wednesday  PM);  p.  214  also  identifies  intersection  restriping 
measures  that  would  minimize  those  potential  significant  effects. 

Alternative  D:  Ramp  Under  Kennedy  Drive  to  Underground  Through  Street 
Comment 

In  addition  to  the  significant  effect  on  the  historic  characteristic  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  this 
alternative  will  likely  force  drivers  to  make  a  decision  between  entering  the  Parking  Facility  at 
Fulton  Street  and  Tenth  Avenue  and  the  Underground  Through  Street  at  Fulton  Street  and 
Eighth  Avenue.  Both  entry  ramps  are  assumed  to  be  similar  in  design,  construction  and 
appearance.  Drivers  who  inadvertently  enter  one  facility  while  intending  to  enter  the  other  will 
not  easily  backtrack  or  find  the  way  leading  to  their  intended  destination.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

As  with  other  improvements  with  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  or  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street,  appropriate  directional  signage  would  be  provided  on  roadways 
near  the  Park  and  the  Eighth  Avenue  and  Tenth  Avenue  entrances.  The  signage  would  be 
designed  to  be  visible  to  drivers  as  well  as  consistent  with  the  Park  setting.  However,  if  this 
alternative  were  selected  by  the  decision-makers,  additional  design  would  take  place  in 
consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

Comment 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  EIR  includes  Alternative  D,  which  is  very  similar  to  the 
proposed  project  (with  Phase  II)  except  that  Muni  would  not  have  access  to  or  from  JFK  to  the 
Concourse  and  the  portal  to  the  underground  street  would  be  at  Fulton  Street  instead  of  JFK 
Drive.  The  traffic  distribution  should  be  very  similar  to  the  proposed  project  but  the  EIR  goes 
on  to  state  that  Alternative  D  has  significant  unavoidable  traffic  impacts  at  King  Drive  / 
Crossover  Drive.  This  is  another  place  where  the  analysis  breaks  down  since  the  summary  of 
impacts  for  the  proposed  project  makes  no  mention  of  this  impact.  (Steven  C.  Abrams,  Vice 
President,  Abrams  Associates) 

Response 

With  Alternative  D,  Ramp  Under  Kennedy  Drive  to  Underground  Through  Street,  DEIR  pp. 
215-218,  there  would  no  direct  access  to  Kennedy  Drive  from  either  Eighth  Avenue  or  Tenth 
Avenue.  Therefore,  the  weekday  and  Saturday  conditions  were  assumed  to  divert  additional 
traffic  to  other  intersections  serving  the  Park,  including  King  Drive/Crossover  Drive.  With 
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this  alternative,  LOS  conditions  at  that  intersection  would  worsen  to  LOS  F.  As  noted  on 
DEIR  p.  217  and  p.  S-36,  that  condition  could  not  be  mitigated,  and  the  alternative  would 
contribute  to  a  significant  impact  at  that  location.  An  LOS  E  condition  at  King/Crossover 
would  also  occur  with  the  Cumulative  2015  scenario,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  161.  This 
significant  unavoidable  impact  is  noted  at  both  DEIR  p.  S-36  (Summary)  and  on  DEIR  p.  217. 

Alternative  E:  Surface  Through  Street 
Comments 

In  addition  to  the  significant  effect  on  the  historic  character  of  the  Rhododendron  Dell,  this 
alternative  [E]  will  add  a  paved  surface  road  to  the  Music  Concourse.  This  suggested  element 
is  inconsistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Under  this  alternative,  the  passenger 
drop  off  and  pedestrian  circulation  will  be  altered  significantly.  Visitors  to  the  de  Young 
Museum,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Tea  Garden  will  have  a  walking 
distance  of  over  1 ,000  feet  and  may  eventually  be  discouraged  to  visit  the  Music  Concourse. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Alternative  E  also  raises  many  of  the  same  concerns  and  problems  as  do  Phase  II  and 
Alternative  C,  particularly  to  Historic  Resources  and  Transportation  and  should  be  discussed. 
Alternative  E's  impacts  could  potentially  be  even  more  significant  than  those  of  Phase  II  and 
of  Alternative  C. 

Historic  Resources:  Alternative  E's  dramatic  changes  to  circulation  significantly  alter  the 
historic  circulation  of  both  pedestrians  and  vehicles,  changes  the  organizational  relationships 
defined  by  paved  paths  and  roadways  and  adds  an  entirely  new  element,  the  surface  road  to  the 
Concourse  area. 

Transportation:  The  Draft  EIR  does  not  adequately  discuss  the  impact  of  confusion  and 
enforcement  of  the  limited  access  rights-of-way  in  front  of  the  museums  and  the  additional 
delays  at  the  MLK  Drive  intersections  created  by  the  confusion  and  re-routing.  Furthermore,  it 
does  not  discuss  the  impact  of  pedestrian  loading  and  unloading  in  a  centralized  location, 
issues  of  pedestrian  safety  in  trying  to  cross  the  major  through  street,  delays  associated  with 
queuing  to  drop  off  and  pick  up  that  could  affect  the  intersections  at  Kennedy  Drive  and  8th 
Avenue.  Nor  does  it  address  that  by  moving  the  passenger  loading  zones  to  the  east,  the 
distance  to  the  entry  of  the  museums  is  over  1,000  feet,  a  distance  that  will  be  too  far  for 
disabled  visitors,  seniors,  and  families  with  young  children. 

This  alternative  [E]  severely  restricts  access  to  and  visibility  of  the  Concourse,  including  the 
Museum,  and  will  discourage  attendance  by  all  visitors.  (Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S. 
Parker,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 
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Response 

Alternative  E:  Surface  Through  Street,  DEIR  pp.  218-220,  would  include  a  Surface  Through 
Street  with  a  Muni  stop  and  passenger  drop-off  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse,  as  shown  in 
Figure  27,  DEIR  p.  219.  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  would  be  two-way  dead-end 
streets  providing  emergency  and  ADA  access  only  to  the  institutions.  ADA  access  to  the 
institutions  would  allow  drop-off  at  entrances  on  these  dead-end  roadways.  As  also  noted  in 
the  comments,  disabled  visitors  dropped  off  by  Muni  or  private  vehicles  using  the  surface 
through  street  would  have  an  increased  distance  to  the  entrance  to  the  institutions,  compared  to 
drop-offs  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  or  Academy  Drive.  As  with  Alternatives  C  and  D,  there  would 
be  limited  access  from  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  Concourse  roadways.  Vehicles  and  visitors  to  the 
institutions  would  need  to  use  new  circulation  patterns.  The  circulation  patterns  would  increase 
travel  times  to  the  Concourse,  but  this  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  effect. 
Intersection  operation  conditions  with  Alternative  E  would  be  acceptable,  including  the  King 
Drive  conditions.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  220,  Alternative  E  would  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  Level  of  Service  at  Kennedy /Eighth/Bypass  Roadway.  Signalization  would  be 
required  to  mitigate  that  effect. 

Also  see  the  response  on  C&R  p.  59  regarding  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
Comment 

Alternatives  C,  D  and  E  are  also  inconsistent  with  the  Academy  project  because  they  eliminate 
through  access  to  the  Academy  from  Music  Concourse  Drive.  Like  Phase  II,  the  Alternatives 
are  extremely  conceptual  in  nature,  and  accordingly  their  impacts  are  not  analyzed  in  any 
detail  in  the  EIR.  Specifically,  the  EIR  does  not  analyze  the  significant  land  use  conflict 
proposed  by  these  three  Alternatives.  Inconsistency  with  the  Academy  project,  an  historic  land 
use  within  the  Park,  is  a  significant  land  use  conflict  under  Alternatives  C,  D  and  E. 

The  DEIR  fails  to  identify  the  conflict  of  these  Alternatives  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan,  which  acknowledges  on  page  3-8  the  important  and  unique  role  that  the  institutions  play 
within  the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  Master  Plan  contains  a  Circulation  element  which 
describes  existing  conditions,  as  well  as  potential  roadway  modifications.  The  Circulation 
Action  Plan  includes  pedestrian  path  improvements  along  Middle  Drive  East,  but  maintains  the 
existing  pattern  of  access  to  the  institutions. 
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Of  the  Alternatives,  Alternative  E  appears  to  have  the  greatest  potential  for  significant  adverse 
impacts  on  the  Academy.  In  addition  to  the  access  issue,  this  Alternative  proposes  a  surface 
roadway  immediately  adjacent  to  the  northeastern  facade  of  the  Academy.  The  graphic  (Figure 
27)  is  not  to  scale,  and  does  not  indicate  the  proposed  setback  -  nor  could  it  do  so  accurately, 
as  this  Alternative  has  not  yet  been  designed.  However,  it  appears  that  the  roadway  literally 
abuts  the  proposed  columns  for  the  Academy  structure,  and  may  indeed  encroach  onto  the 
columns,  service  roadway  system  and  building  substructure.  Alternative  E  also  clearly 
conflicts  with  the  Academy's  design  objectives,  since  the  surface  roadway  alignment  runs 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  glass  expanse  designed  to  provide  integration  with  the  Park  and 
enhance  connections  to  the  Rhododendron  Dell. 

The  DEIR  correctly  concludes  that  this  Alternative  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
the  Rhododendron  Dell,  but  it  does  not  include  a  meaningful  analysis  of  other  DEIR  topics 
such  as  visual  impacts,  land  use  compatibility  and  noise.  Although  Alternative  E  is  conceptual, 
even  at  this  level  it  is  apparent  that  there  would  be  significant  impacts  in  each  of  these  areas, 
ensuring  the  Alternative's  incompatibility  with  the  proposed  Academy  project.  (J.  Patrick 
Kociolek,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director,  California  Academy  of  Sciences) 

Response 

Alternative  E:  Surface  Through  Street,  DEIR  pp.  218-220,  as  shown  in  Figure  27,  DEIR 
p.  219,  would  include  a  route  adjacent  to  the  proposed  new  Academy  of  Sciences.  In  the 
context  of  the  Concourse  as  a  whole,  the  DEIR  concludes  that  Alternative  E  would  not  have 
significant  adverse  effects  on  land  use,  visual  quality  or  noise.  As  with  the  Phase  II 
Underground  Through  Street,  Alternative  E  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  integrity  of 
the  Rhododendron  Dell,  identified  as  an  historic  resource.  While  the  Alternative  E  plan  is 
relatively  schematic,  the  alignment  would  be  relatively  close  to  the  CAS.  Therefore,  if 
Alternative  E  were  reviewed  for  implementation,  the  design  relationship  to  the  CAS  would 
need  to  be  refined,  and  the  issues  identified  in  the  comments  would  also  be  considered  by 
decision  makers  as  to  the  merits  of  this  alternative  compared  to  the  Phase  II  Underground 
Through  Street. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  should  be  amended  to  include  a  traffic  count  in  each  direction,  for  each  alternative, 
on  the  roadways  in  front  of  the  institutions.  This  count  should  be  compared  not  to  the  "base 
case,"  the  no  project  alternative,  but  to  the  traffic  counts  which  occurred  prior  to  the  passage 
of  Prop  J.  (Howard  Strassner,  Chair  Transportation  Committee,  Sierra  Club) 
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Response 

See  the  response  on  C&R  p.  126  for  a  discussion  of  traffic  counts  collected,  and  the  use  of 
baseline  conditions,  plus  projected  traffic  growth  that  provides  appropriate  data  for  the  DEIR 
analysis. 

Additional  Alternatives 
Comments 

Since  1997,  I  have  studied  every  issue  involved  in  this  proposed  project.  I  can  tell  you  the 
elevation  of  every  feature  within  the  concourse.  I  can  tell  you  exactly  where  every  car  can 
park  within  the  park,  and  I  might  mention  that  it's  not  500  time-limited  parking  spaces.  It's 
1600  time-limited  parking  spaces  that  are  mentioned  in  the  Master  Plan. 

Now,  the  general  garage  plan  has  manifested  negative  impacts  on  the  significant  historic 
resources,  the  pedestrian  access,  traffic,  transit  and  on  the  surrounding  communities.  But  of 
the  deficiencies  of  the  draft  environmental  plan,  the  most  glaring  is  the  lack  of  any  garage 
alternative  to  mitigate  the  many  major  impacts.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Please  also  fully  exhaust  alternative  locations  for  this  parking  garage  which  are  just  outside,  or 
subterranean  on  the  inside  edge,  of  the  Park.  Building  the  parking  garage  just  outside,  or  on 
the  edge,  of  the  Park  will  positively  increase  use  of  the  Park's  shuttle  bus  system  and  facilitate 
pedestrian  traffic  along  the  JFK  corridor  to  attractions  such  as  the  Conservatory.  (Eileen  Ellis) 

This  DEIR  offers  no  design  alternatives  for  this  very  basic  garage.  Even  the  no  garage 
alternative  must  be  studied  as  a  serious  option.  Proposition  J  passed  by  the  voters  in  1998 
authorizes  a  garage  and  the  studies  thereof,  but  does  not  mandate  a  garage.  (Jim  Iwersen  & 
RolfD.  Mueller,  President,  Inner  Sunset  Merchant  Association) 

The  DEIR  contains  six  so-called  "Alternatives",  but  none  of  them  are  alternative  locations  or 
configurations  of  the  garage  itself,  which  is  the  prime  project.  They  are  all  Circulation 
alternatives.  There  are  no  true  Alternatives  to  the  proposed  garage,  such  as  a  different 
configuration  or  location,  or  a  different  relationship  to  the  pedestrian  tunnels.  If  an  Alternative 
to  the  garage  configuration  were  developed,  it  is  likely  that  the  pedestrian  tunnels  could  be 
preserved  in  place  and  a  significant  impact  eliminated.  (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow) 

No  alternatives  to  the  Concourse  garage  location  were  made,  and  alternatives  are  imperative 
for  optimum  positioning.  (Pat  Christensen) 

As  a  Park  activist,  one  alternative  that  I  see  as  the  most  obvious  is  to  build  only  one  half  of  the 
garage,  one  pod,  in  front  of  the  de  Young,  with  an  entrance  from  10th  Ave.  A  second 
alternative  would  be  the  Duderstadt  design  or  a  variant  of  it.  (Pinky  Kushner) 

Alternative  mitigating  Garage  placement  and  design.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 
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PAGE  S-39  OTHER  ALTERNATIVE  CONSIDERED  -  "May  2001  Alternative  6  would 
include  a  two-level  parking  facility  that  would  wrap  around  the  de Young  Museum  and  extend 
under  Kennedy  Drive,  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  considered, 
but  rejected  due  to  potential  circulation  problems,  the  need  to  relocate  utilities,  added 
construction  costs  as  well  as  schedule  and  coordination  conflicts  with  the  New  de  Young 
Museum,  and  the  convenience  of  location  for  the  California  Academy  of  Science.  In  addition, 
this  alternative  would  impact  trees  in  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  along  Kennedy  and  require 
the  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under  Kennedy  Drive.  " 

Potential  Circulation  Problems:  (false)  A  single  two  level  structure  would  lessen  circulations 
problems  related  to  two  separate  two-story  structure  with  a  single  level  underground  roadway 
between  them. 

Relocation  of  Utilities:  (false)  There  are  no  major  utility  lines  on  JFK  at  10th  Ave.  the  point  of 
concern.  FACT:  There  are  major  utility  lines  running  between  Fulton  and  the  Academy  of 
Science  passing  below  the  three  eastern  pedestrian  tunnels.  The  proposed  project  will  force 
relocation  of  these.  This  has  not  been  considered  in  the  EIR  and  should  be  of  major  concern. 

Added  Construction  costs:(false)  Per  the  estimates  of  Gordon  H.  Chong  and  Partners  of  each 
of  the  alternatives,  Alternative  6  was  estimated  to  have  a  cost  per  space  of  only  80%  of  the 
current  proposed  project. 

Schedule  and  Coordination  conflicts  with  the  de  Young:  Swinerton  Construction  is  the  prime 
contractor  for  both  projects.  The  current  project  impacts  two  sides  of  the  de  Young  project. 
Alternative  6  impacts  one  more  side,  which  is  currently  the  Asian  Museum  and  will  leave  a 
hole  when  removed. 

Inconvenience  for  the  Academy  of  Science:  Yes,  with  Alternative  6  Academy  visitors  using 
the  garage  would  have  to  walk  across  the  Concourse  bowl.  As  the  ratio  of  Academy  patrons  to 
de  Young  patrons  is  2:1.  this  will  be  the  condition  for  1/3  of  academy  visitors  with  the  current 
project  as  well.  This  assumes  that  patrons  first  seek  parking  in  the  structure  closest  to  the 
institution  they  wish  to  visit  and  then  backtrack  to  the  further  structure  as  the  garage  fills, 
(circulations  problems?) 

Impact  on  trees  in  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  along  Kennedy  Drive.  (MITIGATED)  This 
alternative  as  presented  here  uses  only  existing  roadway,  building,  and  parking  lot  areas.  No 
trees  need  by  removed  or  impacted. 

Reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under  Kennedy  Drive.  (False)  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  ANY  of  the  pedestrian  tunnels.  {Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Find  attached  images  [see  following  pages]  and  comments  relating  to  an  alternative  garage 
placement,  which  would  mitigate  the  various  significant  impacts  if  required  as  conditions  for  a 
final  design. 

The  Project  Garage  design  has  several  significant  impacts  and  deficiencies. 

1.       The  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  and  its  related  pedestrian  right  of  way  is  removed. 
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2.  The  two  eastern  pedestrian  tunnels  are  to  be  destroyed  and  replaced  with  a  different 
design.  These  are  individually  unique  and  architecturally  significant,  being  constructed 
in  1895,  relating  to  a  time  in  the  city's  past  prior  to  the  dominance  of  the  automobile. 

3.  The  Project  Garage  requires  the  segmenting  of  existing  ADA  ramping  from  the 
Concourse  bowl  to  the  rim  and  as  such,  destroys  existing  historic  stairways  and  alters 
the  topography  of  the  historic  landscape  of  the  Concourse. 

4.  The  design  of  the  Project  Garage  requires  the  fitting  of  glass  doors  to  the  pedestrian 
entrances  which  will  result  in  significant  inconvenience  to  general  visitors  and  require 
automation  for  disabled  and  those  wishing  to  access  the  park  from  the  garage  with 
bicycles. 

5.  The  design  of  the  Project  Garage  does  not  meet  requirements  for  ADA  access  to  the 
lower  levels.  Federal  ADA  code  does  not  allow  the  use  of  elevators  for  emergency 
access. 

6.  The  emergency  stairway  'slots'  proposed  in  the  Project  Garage  are  to  be  barriered  with 
shrubbery.  As  the  drop  will  be  some  12  ft.  from  the  surface,  structural  railing  will  be 
required  and  has  not  been  discussed.  This  will  be  a  significant  architectural  feature  that 
the  architects  have  not  resolved  above  the  pedestrian  portals  and  one  that  must  be 
resolved. 

7.  The  Project  Garage  is  lacking  in  any  provisions  of  passive  lighting  or  ventilation.  This 
would  seem  to  violate  CEQA. 

8.  The  elevation  of  the  garage  upper  level  is  misaligned  with  the  elevation  of  the  lower 
floor  of  the  new  de Young  and  results  in  stairs  and  ramps. 

9.  Similarly,  the  elevation  of  the  garage  requires  stairs  and  ramps  to  access  the  Park. 

10.  Though  the  Garage  is  to  serve  the  Park,  the  Project  Garage  has  but  one  pedestrian 
access  per  pod  and  this  only  to  the  Concourse  bowl. 

11.  As  the  Project  Garage  affects  both  Concourse  and  Tea  Garden  Drives,  the  impact  for 
the  duration  of  construction  will  be  major  to  transit,  traffic,  and  pedestrian  access 
across  the  park. 

12.  In  addition  to  disruption  to  the  pedestrian  tunnel  system,  the  Project  Garage  will  disrupt 
several  other  architectural  features  and  statuary  as  it  requires  excavation  of  the 
perimeter  of  the  bowl  on  three  sides. 

The  alternative  presented  here  varies  from  the  design  considered  by  the  Authority  in  June  of 
2002  in  that  it  is  a  refinement  using  dimensions  for  spacing,  angles,  width  and  support 
placement  as  shown  in  the  Project  Garage.  Initially,  vehicle  and  lane  spacing  were  more 
generous.  Using  values  similar  to  the  Project  Garage  the  footprint  has  been  reduced  allowing 
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Space  exists  north  of  the  Concourse 
bowl  to  meet  the  capacity  requirements 
of  Prop  J.  820  spaces  are  shown  here. 


At-grade  access 
to  Park  from 
lower  and  upper  levels 


Ramp  access 
•        ;  from  lower  level 
to  Park 


Lower  Level 
Ramp  Access 


At-grade 
upper  level 
access  to 
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The  Alternative  Concourse  Garage 

Using  the  space  sizes,  angles,  lane  widths,  ramp  angles,  and  support  spacing  of  the  Chong  design, 
this  garage  arrangement  has  820  parking  spaces,  14  ADA,  using  areas  currently  occupied  by  the 
Asia  wing,  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  the  previous  deYoung  parking  lot.  There  are  NO  trees  currently 
standing  within  it's  foot  print.  Using  ADA  ramps  and  existing  topography  each  elevation 
has  three  pedestrian  entrances  and  exits,  WITH  NO  STAIRS.  Additionally  the  ramping  ^ 
system  allows  the  upper  level  to  be  at  grade  with  the  lower  level  of  the  new  deYoung. 
(The  Chong  design  requires  a  flight  of  stairs  to  pass  between  the  two.) 
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This  layout  has  left  an  11ft.  gap  around  the  deYoung.  Significant  cost  savings  could  be 
realized  if  the  perimeter  wall  for  the  deYoung  and  the  Garage  were  combined.  As  the 
deYoung  is  to  have  earthquake  isolation,  its  perimeter  wall  will  not  be  load  bearing. 
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The  Chong  design  has  one  entrance  from  the  Park  \ 

per  structure  with  steps  to  reach  each  floor. They  have  ADA  pede^tr^n  SE°^- 
cuts  in  the  Concourse  surface  for  exit  only  fire  escape  entrances  -""""^ 
flight  of  stairs. 
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Providing  access  from  the  upper  and  lower  levels  to  the  Park  on  the  east. 


Using  the  existing  topograhy  of  the  Park  at-grade  pedestrian 
access  could  be  provided  to  both  levels  of  the  garage  at 
the  northwest  corner. 
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Natural  light  could  be  brought 
into  both  levels  of  the  garage  with 
a  combination  of  light  walls  and 
light  shafts  integrated  into  existing 
features  of  the  Concourse. 


Full  load  bearing  Light  grates 
could  be  integrated  into  the 
landscape. 
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the  Alternative  garage  to  use  only  area  currently  in  pavement,  lawn,  or  the  Asian  wing,  which 
is  to  be  soon  demolished. 

The  footprint  of  this  alternative  leaves  an  1 1  ft.  perimeter  space  surrounding  the  new 
de Young.  It  should  be  noted  here  that  significant  cost  savings  could  be  realized  if  the  garage 
and  de  Young  used  a  common  wall.  Note  that  as  the  new  de  Young  is  to  be  earthquake  isolated, 
its  outer  wall  is  not  load  bearing  nor  of  structural  significance  to  the  Museum. 

The  Alternative  as  presented  uses  the  general  configuration  of  the  Project  Garage's  north  pod 
with  space  added  to  the  northeast  and  northwest.  As  shown  the  Alternative  has  820  spaces  and 
leaves  generous  clearance  around  the  canopy  of  existing  trees.  (The  canopy  is  considered  to  be 
the  extent  of  the  root  system  of  a  tree). 

The  Alternative  proposes  a  pedestrian  ramping  system  for  all  elevation  access.  As  presented,  a 
slope  of  1  to  12  was  used  with  a  5'  landing  spaced  at  no  more  then  30'  intervals.  This  allows 
access  to  all  levels  for  all  visitors,  be  they  with  bicycles,  roller  skates,  or  wheelchair.  Access 
to  the  Concourse  bowl  would  be  though  a  single  10ft.  portal  fitted  into  the  center  of  the 
existing  center  staircase.  From  this  portal  would  be  8ft.  wide  ramps  leading  right  and  left  from 
this  entrance.  As  the  elevation  of  the  ramps  met  the  elevation  of  the  upper  level  of  the  garage, 
a  landing  would  be  placed  with  an  8ft.  entrance  to  the  garage.  The  ramps  would  continue 
down  to  the  lower  level,  providing  two  entry  points  to  both  the  upper  and  lower  levels  of  the 
garage.  As  there  is  no  direct  line  of  sight  into  the  Garage  and  as  there  are  no  surfaces  to 
reflect  noise  from  the  garage,  no  doors  would  be  required. 

Due  to  the  existing  topography  of  the  Park,  at-grade  access  to  both  levels  is  proposed  at  the 
northwest  side.  These  pedestrian  entrances  would  serve  general  park  use  and  provide 
emergency  access  without  stairs  and  one-way  doors.  Additionally,  an  entrance  is  proposed 
using  existing  architectural  styles  that  would  access  the  canyon  between  the  northeast 
Concourse  tunnel  and  the  JFK  pedestrian  tunnel.  A  ramp  provides  access  from  the  lower  level 
to  this  portal. 

All  autos  would  access  this  Alternative  from  outside  of  the  Park  at  Fulton  and  Tenth  Ave., 
meeting  the  requirements  of  Prop  J.  Rather  then  the  900  ft.  of  underground  roadway  required 
by  the  Project  Garage,  autos  entering  the  Alternative  will  have  the  option  of  directly  entering 
the  upper  or  lower  levels.  The  lower  level  is  additionally  accessed  from  the  upper  level  by  a 
ramp  at  the  northwest  corner. 

A  number  of  options  exist  for  allowing  natural  light  and  ventilation  into  the  Alternative  to 
augment  the  required  forced  system.  Lightwells,  as  originally  proposed  for  the  Project  Garage, 
could  be  simply  placed  such  that  the  existing  hedges  would  hide  the  grated  surface  slots.  These 
could  also  be  placed  around  the  perimeter  of  the  Alternative.  Also  presented  is  an  option  for 
light  and  airshafts  that  could  be  placed  throughout  the  structure.  Due  to  the  general  prevailing 
winds  across  the  Park,  many  opportunities  for  naturally  augmented  ventilation  exist  but  are  not 
discussed  further  here. 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
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The  hope  with  the  presentation  of  this  Alternative  is  that  features  presented  here  would  allow 
the  creation  of  an  environmentally  sound  structure  that  would  preserve  the  many  historically 
significant  features  surrounding  the  Concourse,  serve  all  visitors  to  the  Park,  and  provide  the 
access  for  private  autos  demanded  by  the  institutions.  (Christopher  Duderstadt) 

Response 

DEIR  pp.  223-234  outlines  other  alternatives  considered  during  the  GGPCA  planning  and 
public  outreach  process,  including  a  May  2001  Conceptual  Design  Study  Evaluation  of 
Alternatives,  cited  on  DEIR  p.  223: 

May  2001  Alternative  6  would  have  a  two-level  parking  facility  that  would  wrap 
around  the  de Young  Museum  and  extend  under  Kennedy  Drive,  to  minimize  impacts 
on  the  Concourse.  This  alternative  was  considered,  but  rejected  due  to  potential 
circulation  problems,  the  need  to  relocate  utilities,  added  construction  costs  as  well  as 
schedule  and  coordination  conflicts  with  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  and  the 
inconvenience  of  location  for  California  Academy  of  Sciences  visitors.  In  addition, 
this  alternative  would  impact  trees  in  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  along  Kennedy 
Drive  and  require  the  reconstruction  of  the  pedestrian  tunnel  under  Kennedy  Drive. 

The  comments  identify  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  design  for  the  Phase  I  Underground 
Parking  Facility  and  outline  an  alternative  design  that  is  similar  to  May  2001  Alternative  6, 
which  would  be  intended  to  address  those  concerns.  The  comments  include  illustrations  of  the 
proposed  alternative  referenced  to  herein  as  May  2001  Alternative  6  Variant,  or  Variant.  As 
noted  below,  the  deficiencies  identified  in  the  comments  would  neither  apply  to  the  proposed 
plan  for  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility  nor  be  potential  significant  adverse  effects 
of  the  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility;  therefore,  as  discussed  in  the  response  on  pp. 
275  above,  the  alternative  parking  facility  design  outlined  in  the  comments  would  not  be  a 
required  EIR  alternative  to  avoid  or  lessen  the  significant  adverse  effects  of  Phase  I.  As  noted 
earlier,  CEQA  requires  the  analysis  of  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  that  avoid  or  lessen 
one  or  more  of  the  significant  adverse  effects  of  the  project  and  that  are  potentially  feasible  in 
light  of  the  objectives  of  the  project.  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126). 

Each  impact  addressed  in  the  comments  is  discussed  below: 

1.       As  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  90  and  in  the  response  on  C&R  p.  97,  the  two  variants 
considered  for  the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
effect  on  the  Music  Concourse,  which  is  an  historic  resource,  or  on  the  overall 
pedestrian  circulation  system  in  the  Concourse.  If  the  southwest  tunnel  were 
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reconstructed  through  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  the  pathway  would  be  ADA- 
accessible  and  would  be  designed  to  be  safe  and  clearly  visible  from  cars  within  the 
Parking  Facility  with  ample  lighting  and  signage.  Drainage  would  also  be  provided.  If 
the  southwest  tunnel  were  closed,  an  enhanced  ADA-accessible  pedestrian  walkway 
would  be  provided,  as  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  89. 

2.  The  two  eastern  tunnels  would  be  reconstructed  in  their  current  location  and  would 
match  the  existing  design  and  materials  with  the  exception  of  the  entry  portal  shape, 
which  would  be  slightly  altered  to  conform  to  current  ADA  accessibility  codes.  The 
new  tunnels  would  also  be  reconstructed  according  to  current  structural/seismic  codes. 
(DEIR  pp.  88-92  discuss  the  changes  proposed  to  the  pedestrian  tunnels,  and  conclude 
that  those  effects  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  Music  Concourse 
as  an  historic  resource.) 

3.  The  existing  wheelchair  ramps  serving  the  Concourse  Bowl  do  not  comply  with  current 
accessibility  codes.  New  ramps  would  be  in  compliance  with  those  codes  and  would 
have  more  gradual  slope,  eliminating  the  need  for  handrails.  The  two  existing  west 
stairs  in  the  Concourse  would  be  replaced  with  new  stairs  that  would  incorporate 
landings  for  the  new  wheelchair  ramps.  Resulting  alterations  to  the  landscape  in  these 
locations  would  be  minor  and  would  be  coordinated  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  as  part  of  the  overall  Concourse  landscape  plan,  as  discussed  in  the 
response  on  C&R  p.  97. 

4.  The  Underground  Parking  Facility  originally  did  not  include  doors  at  the  pedestrian 
entrances.  They  were  added  as  a  result  of  community  comments  about  visibility  into, 
and  noise  emanating  from  the  garage.  Doors  into  the  parking  facility,  as  doors  into  any 
building,  would  pose  no  major  inconvenience  to  users,  including  bicyclists  using 
bicycle  parking  in  the  facility.  They  would  include  door  openers  as  required  for  ADA 
access. 

5.  Accessibility  for  disabled  persons  would  be  provided  by  elevators,  which  would 
connect  the  two  parking  levels.  This  would  be  in  compliance  with  ADA  codes.  The 
elevators  would  not  provide  emergency  exiting;  there  would  be  emergency  stairs  at 
each  parking  pod. 

6.  The  plan  would  include  code-required,  42-inch-high  guardrails  at  the  top  of  exit 
openings  and  above  garage  entries.  Also,  shrubbery  and  vines  would  be  planted  around 
these  railings  so  they  would  become  enclosed  in  greenery  to  limit  visibility  of  the 
railings. 

7.  The  parking  facility  design  would  include  energy-efficient  lighting  and  ventilation 
systems.  There  is  no  specific  legal  requirement  for  passive  lighting  or  ventilation. 

8.  The  alignment  of  the  parking  facility  floor  with  the  lower  level  of  the  New  de Young 
Museum  has  been  developed  in  collaboration  with  the  de  Young  and  would  provide 
code-compliant  access. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE 

  C&R-292 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 


Final  EIR 


July  24,  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Alternatives 


9.  The  pedestrian  entries  from  the  Concourse  into  the  parking  facility  would  include  code- 
compliant  stairs  and  ramps. 

10.  There  would  be  four  pedestrian  access  points,  one  providing  direct  access  to  the  New 
de Young  Museum,  one  near  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  two  into  the  Music 
Concourse  providing  access  to  the  Park  and  the  institutions. 

11.  The  removal  of  surface  parking  and  landscape  reconstruction  of  those  areas  between 
the  Academy  and  Music  Concourse  would  cause  Academy  Drive  to  close  during  that 
period.  Both  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  would  be  closed  for  a  time  during 
construction  of  the  three  projects,  as  discussed  on  DEIRpp.  147-151. 

12.  All  monuments  in  the  proximity  of  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  construction 
would  be  protected  in  place.  The  Francis  Scott  Key  Monument,  which  has  already  been 
relocated  twice,  has  some  existing  structural  damage  and  may  require  some  special 
treatment.  A  plan  for  protection  of  all  monuments  in  the  Concourse  area  is  being 
developed  in  coordination  with  the  Visual  Arts  section  of  the  San  Francisco  Arts 
Commission. 

The  May  2001  Alternative  6  Variant,  as  outlined  in  the  comment,  would  provide  a  two-level 
garage,  essentially  arrayed  on  the  west,  south  and  east  sides  of  the  site  of  the  New  de  Young 
Museum.  As  noted  above,  the  alternative  would  not  be  required  to  avoid  any  significant 
adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  Phase  I  Underground  Parking  Facility.  The  following 
responses  address  characteristics  of  the  commentor's  alternative  in  relation  to  the  Phase  I 
description  and  objectives: 

Distribution  of  Parking.  The  May  2001  Alternative  6  Variant  would  not  provide  public 
parking  equally  distributed  about  the  Concourse.  One  of  the  primary  goals  for  the 
Underground  Parking  Facility  is  to  provide  conveniently-located  parking  for  all  major  Park 
attractions  in  the  Concourse  area— the  Strybing  Arboretum,  Tea  Garden,  Shakespeare  Garden, 
and  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  as  well  as  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  CAS.  The 
proposed  alternative  design  would  place  all  parking  close  to  the  Tea  Garden  and  de  Young 
only,  would  allow  for  direct  entry  into  the  de  Young  only,  and  would  provide  pedestrian  access 
to  and  from  the  parking  on  one  side  of  the  Concourse  only. 

User  Safety  and  Security.  The  pedestrian  access  in  the  May  2001  Alternative  6  Variant  would 
have  major  deficiencies:  (1)  The  narrow  10  ft.  entry  slot  and  250  ft.  long,  8  ft.  wide 
pedestrian  ramps  are  narrow,  confining  and  potentially  unsafe.  (2)  The  split  ramp  system  with 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  _  „  _  mjM  FINAL  EIR 

 C&R-293  : — — — - 

Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  july  24>  2003 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Alternatives 

90-degree  corners  creates  blind  spots  for  entering  pedestrians,  which  would  not  be  safe.  (3) 
Without  doors,  the  garage  cannot  be  secured  after  hours.  Phase  I  would  have  a  direct  entry 
path  from  the  Concourse  into  the  garage  with  clear  lines  of  sight  for  pedestrian  safety  and 
security.  The  entry  landing  at  the  garage  is  also  directly  visible  from  the  adjacent  cashier 
office,  which  would  increase  safety  and  security  for  the  patrons. 

Emergency  Egress.  The  building  code  requires  enclosed  exit  stairways  connecting  both 
parking  levels  and  a  public  way  outside  the  garage.  These  must  be  spaced  no  further  than  250 
ft.  apart.  The  proposed  alternative  would  require  the  addition  of  at  least  three  exits  with  well- 
marked  pedestrian  landings  at  each,  which  would  displace  two  parking  spaces  at  each  level  for 
a  total  loss  of  at  least  twelve  parking  spaces. 

Circulation  and  Parking.  The  Variant  would  be  a  single  vehicle  access  and  exit  at  Tenth 
Avenue  and  Fulton  Street.  Traffic  volumes  at  this  one  location  require  additional  lanes, 
compared  to  the  Phase  I  plan  with  the  second  access  at  Academy  Drive  (see  also  the  response 
on  C&R  p.  38).  Circulation  within  the  proposed  alternative  garage  design  would  not  be 
acceptable.  Parking  patrons  cannot  circulate  between  garage  levels  as  there  is  only  one  ramp 
(down  only)  connecting  the  upper  and  lower  parking  levels.  Additional  ramps  could  be 
provided;  however,  each  additional  ramp  would  displace  approximately  16  parking  stalls.  In 
many  locations,  such  as  corners  of  the  garage,  ends  of  drive  aisles,  etc.,  parking  stalls  shown 
on  the  proposed  alternative  garage  plan  would  not  be  accessible  and  could  not  be  counted  due 
to  inadequate  turning  radii  and  similar  design  constraints.  The  two  westernmost  parking  bays 
would  not  work  with  one-way  circulation,  as  the  parking  patron  would  have  to  choose  one  bay 
and  the  other  bay  would  be  inaccessible.  The  circulation  pattern  within  the  eastern  section  of 
the  garage  would  be  unacceptable  with  a  great  deal  of  cross  traffic  between  cars  traveling 
through  the  parking  bays  and  cars  entering  or  exiting  the  garage. 

Pedestrian  Tunnel  under  Kennedy  Drive.  The  Variant  would  locate  the  parking  away  from  this 
pedestrian  tunnel.  However,  this  would  result  in  an  unacceptable  circulation  pattern  within  the 
eastern  section  of  the  garage  with  cross  traffic  between  cars  traveling  through  the  parking  bays 
and  cars  entering  or  exiting  the  garage. 
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Parking  Capacity.  The  Variant  would  provide  820  parking  spaces.  With  design  changes 
required  to  address  deficiencies  outlined  above,  e.g.,  necessary  improvements  to  the 
circulation  system,  number  of  ramps,  accessibility  of  all  parking  bays  and  parking  spaces,  etc. 
as  well  as  the  addition  of  other  unaccounted  for  but  required  features,  such  as  emergency  exit 
stairs,  pedestrian  landings,  electrical  and  ventilation  equipment  rooms,  cashier  offices,  32 
required  (not  14)  accessible  parking  spaces,  it  would  be  unlikely  for  this  proposed  alternative 
to  yield  the  required  minimum  of  800  parking  spaces. 

Relocation  of  Utilities.  There  are  several  major  utility  lines  under  Kennedy  Drive  which  serve 
the  New  de Young  Museum  as  well  as  other  park  facilities:  water,  storm  sewer,  sanitary 
sewer,  natural  gas  and  high-pressure  water  fire  protection  system.  The  design  considered  in 
May  2001,  Alternative  6,  would  have  extended  beneath  Kennedy  Drive  and  required 
relocation  of  these  utilities  over  a  much  broader  area.  This  would  have  had  a  significant 
construction  schedule  impact  as  well  as  have  prevented  keeping  at  least  one  lane  of  traffic  open 
at  all  times  during  construction.  If  the  commentor's  proposed  alternative  no  longer  extends 
under  Kennedy  Drive,  then  this  impact  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  Proposed  Project. 

New  de  Young  Museum  Proximity.  Building  the  parking  facility  adjacent  to  the  New  de  Young 
Museum's  "moat  wall"  (a  component  of  its  base  isolation  structural  system)  is  complex, 
requiring  the  careful  coordination  of  the  construction  sequences  of  both  projects,  temporary 
installation  and  removal  of  shoring  systems,  temporary  support  of  Museum  structural 
components  by  the  parking  project  construction,  and  other  detailed  design  considerations. 
Construction  of  the  parking  facility  in  close  proximity  to  the  de  Young  construction  along  two 
additional  sides  would  greatly  increase  the  length  of  construction  for  both  projects. 

Impact  on  Trees.  The  Variant  would  locate  the  parking  away  from  existing  trees  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  the  Tea  Garden  by  removing  a  notch  out  of  the  west  end  of  the  garage. 
However,  internal  vehicle  circulation  would  not  work  in  that  section  of  the  garage  as  either 
one  or  the  other  of  the  western  most  parking  bays  would  be  inaccessible. 

Construction  Cost.  While  not  an  environmental  impact  issue,  the  apparent  economic  savings  of 
the  May  2001  Alternative  6  Variant  appears  to  be  due  to  its  lack  of  adequate  parking, 
functional  circulation,  emergency  egress  and  accessibility  features  noted  above.  Based  on  this 
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analysis,  as  well  as  its  similarity  to  May  2001  Alternative  6  and  the  DEIR  analysis  of  the 
proposed  project,  this  proposed  alternative  is  rejected  as  infeasible  at  this  time. 

Comment 

Alternative  B,  Phase  I  Only,  is  the  environmentally  superior  alternative.  The  Underground 
Parking  Facility  alone  would  feasibly  attain  most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects,  and  would  achieve  all  of  the  objectives  of  Proposition  J,  but  would  not  involve  the 
unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  Rhododendron  Dell  that  would  occur  as  a 
consequence  of  the  implementation  of  Phase  II,  the  Underground  Through  Street. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  require  that  true  mitigation  be  included  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Project 
and  require  that  it  be  adequately  funded  as  part  of  the  project.  I  suggest  that  the  "Alternative 
G"  proposal  I  have  included  herewith  [inserted  below  and  on  following  pages]  is  the  most 
efficient  and  effective  means  to  accomplish  those  requirements,  and  best  serves  all  the  users  of 
the  Park,  the  Concourse  Institutions,  the  neighbors,  and  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco. 
(Ronald  Konopaski) 

"ALTERNATIVE  G"  -  Proposed  Addition  to  DRAFT  EIR 

A  TRUE  UNDERGROUND  THROUGH  STREET— 10th  Ave.&  Fulton  to  7th Ave. &  Lincoln 

ADVANTAGES  AND  BENEFITS: 

1.  Provides  necessary  detour  routes  around  project  during  garage  construction. 

2.  Eliminates  trucking  excavation  soils  on  City  streets  clear  across  the  City,  instead 
depositing  them  in  "Big  Rec"  as  covering  over  the  "Underground  Through  Street". 
(SAYES:  energy,  pollution,  cost,  street  damage,  and  congestion) 

3.  Satisfies  ALL  requirements  of  Prop.  J,  and  provides  TRUE  Mitigation. 

4.  Eliminates  need  for  a  garage  entrance  from  within  the  concourse  area,  with  all  its 
attendant  problems  and  which  prop.  J  prohibits. 

5.  Eliminates  the  ugly  tunnel  entrance  at  the  Rhododendron  Dell  of  "Phase  II." 

6.  Preserves  historic  integrity  of  Rhododendron  Dell  and  saves  at  least  a  dozen  trees. 

7.  Permanently  removes  traffic  and  congestion  from  neighboring  avenues: 

South  side  of  Park: 

9th  Ave.  at  Lincoln,  Irving,  and  Judah  and  the  adjoining  streets 
North  side  of  Park: 

8th  Ave.  &  Fulton 

8thAve.  &  JFK  Drive 

lOthAve.  North  of  Fulton 

(with  traffic  signal  design  as  proposed  herein) 
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8.  Permits  underground  Muni  stops  and  passenger  Loading  Zones,  providing  direct  access 
to  the  de  Young  and  Academy  of  Sciences. 

9.  Preserves  the  historic  pedestrian  tunnel  at  the  Southwest  entrance  to  the  Music 
Concourse  Bowl. 

10.  Provides  for  ALL  garage  entrances  from  outside  the  Park  as  mandated  by  Prop.  J,  plus 
garage  access  from  both  the  North  and  South  sides  of  the  Park. 

11.  Allows  for  simultaneous  construction  of  both  garages,  thereby  decreasing  construction 
time,  and  reducing  costs. 

12.  Ultimate  cost  is  very  likely  LESS  than  the  other  alternatives.  (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 
Response 

The  comment  includes  sketches  proposing  a  project  alternative  that  would  include  the  Phase  I 
Underground  Parking  Facility  and  an  underground  through  street.  The  Tenth  Avenue/Fulton 
Street  access  serving  the  parking  facility  would  continue  with  a  route  through  the  Park  under 
Middle  Drive  East  and  the  Big  Rec  Ball  Field  to  Seventh  Avenue.  The  proposed  alternative 
would  emerge  at  Seventh  Avenue  below  Lincoln  Way  with  turning  lanes  from  Lincoln  Way  to 
the  entrance,  as  shown  in  the  sketches.  The  comment  notes  that  this  alternative  would  provide 
all  access  to  the  Underground  Parking  Facility  from  outside  the  Park,  and  could  serve  Muni 
routes  and  stops.  On  the  basis  of  the  sketches,  the  proposed  alternative  raises  the  following 
issues: 

•  The  Tenth  Avenue  entrance,  with  the  dedicated  right-turn  lanes  in  and  out  of  the  ramp, 
would  require  removal  of  additional  landscaping  and  open  space  in  the  Park. 

•  The  additional  lanes  serving  the  Underground  Parking  Facility,  shown  to  include  loops 
below  the  through  route,  would  involve  deeper  construction  effects  than  the  proposed 
Underground  Parking  Facility  alone.  The  grades  required  to  accommodate  such  ramps 
would  require  additional  length  and  area  than  shown  in  the  sketches. 

•  The  route  below  Big  Rec  Ball  Field  to  Seventh  Avenue  requires  a  change  of  elevation. 
The  ball  field  is  about  eight  feet  below  Lincoln  Way  and  about  18  feet  below  Seventh 
Avenue  south  of  Lincoln  Way.  An  underground  route  with  adequate  clearance  for 
vehicles  and  reconstructed  landscaping  on  the  surface,  would  be  at  least  15  feet  below 
the  field  surface.  Therefore,  the  Seventh  Avenue  ramp  with  a  maximum  12  percent 
grade  would  require  about  200  feet  to  minimize  disruption  of  the  ball  field.  This  ramp 
would  begin  on  Seventh  Avenue  about  halfway  to  Irving  Street,  and  would  affect 
access  and  parking  for  the  primarily  residential  frontage  on  that  block.  The  proposed 
alternative  would  divert  traffic  to  Seventh  Avenue,  which  currently  does  not  allow 
northbound  traffic  to  cross  Lincoln  Way  and  enter  the  Park. 
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•  The  sketches  also  show  turning  lanes  from  Lincoln  Way  to  the  entrance.  As  proposed 
in  the  comment,  those  ramps  would  require  substantial  construction  on  the  sloped 
topography  and  landscaping  of  the  ball  field.  The  comment  suggests  that  the  overall 
grade  of  Big  Rec  Ball  Field  could  be  raised  with  excavated  material.  The  excavated 
material  from  parking  facility  construction  would  raise  the  surface  of  the  ball  field 
about  three  or  four  feet.  This  would  not  change  the  overall  grade  of  the  access  ramp, 
and  would  substantially  change  the  levels  and  conditions  of  Big  Rec  ball  field,  now 
sheltered  in  a  bowl. 

•  Muni  would  likely  maintain  surface  routes  in  the  Concourse,  rather  than  use  the 
underground  route,  as  proposed  in  the  sketches. 

Overall,  the  proposed  alternative  would  appear  to  have  substantial  adverse  effects  on  the 
landscape  conditions  in  the  Park,  as  well  as  access  to  existing  uses  on  Seventh  Avenue.  This 
alternative  requires  no  further  review  in  the  EIR. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  PROJECT 


Comments 

There  were  a  large  number  of  people  in  the  community  who  came  together  to  try  to  break 
through  the  year-long  discussion  about  whether  or  not  these  institutions  that  needed  to  be 
rebuilt  could  be  kept  in  the  park,  and  this  garage  was  the  key  to  bringing  a  compromise  about, 
so  for  us,  this  actually  did  represent  a  key  compromise  and  really  made  it  possible  to  do 
something  that  overwhelmingly  people  in  the  city  wanted  done,  which  is  to  keep  the  De  Young 
in  the  park  and  to  keep  the  Academy  in  the  park  and  to  let  them  be  rebuilt.  So  for  us,  access 
for  families,  for  all  members  of  the  community,  for  elderly  people,  for  people  who  are 
disabled  —  and,  in  fact,  for  me  and  many  of  the  people  involved  in  the  coalition,  for  children 
and  for  families  of  children  was  a  key  to  this.  So  we  believe  that  moving  forward  with  the 
garage  as  expeditiously  as  possible  is  the  thing  that's  going  to  make  it  possible  for  these 
institutions  to  be  rebuilt  in  the  park,  kept  in  the  park  where  the  people  of  San  Francisco  and 
the  region  want  them  and  to  maximize  the  positive  effect  on  families  in  the  future,  so  we  hope 
that  we'll  move  forward,  that  nothing  will  hold  us  up.  (Jill  Wynns) 

Unfortunately,  as  long  as  the  two  roads  within  the  Concourse  area  provide  the  only  North- 
South  route  across  the  eastern  end  of  the  Park,  the  ideal  "pedestrian  oasis"  is  impossible  to 
achieve.  Addressing  this  issue  as  part  II  of  the  plan  was  really  the  only  alternative  available, 
and  hopefully  future  monies  alloted  to  the  Park  will  allow  an  alternative  route  to  be  built. 
Meanwhile,  the  plan  for  the  Concourse  Area  and  underground  garage  is  a  good  plan,  and  the 
EIR  confirms  it.  Please  vote  to  accept  it.    (Ann  Lanzerotti,  M.D.) 

I'm  here  representing  SPUR,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association. 
SPUR  has  been  involved  with  planning  for  the  park  and  for  the  concourse  for  a  long  time. 
We've  supported  the  park  improvements  and  the  master  plan  for  the  park,  and  we  also  support 
the  underground  garage  that  the  Concourse  Authority  is  proposing.  We  are  looking  at  the 
EIR,  and  we  will  have  some  written  comments,  but  in  general  we  find  that  it's  a  very  adequate 
document.  It  addresses  the  issues  that  have  been  raised,  and  we  recommend  that  you  —  that 
you  certify  the  EIR.    (Peter  Winkelstein) 

The  Phase  I  project  described  in  the  Draft  EIR  reflects  a  balanced  solution,  reflecting  several 
competing  visions  for  the  Music  Concourse.  It  removes  all  surface  parking  in  the  concourse, 
returning  this  land  to  greenery.  It  narrows  the  road  from  two  lanes  to  one,  important  steps  to 
mitigate  the  impact  and  number  of  vehicles  in  the  Concourse.  Phase  I  design  also  ensures  that 
the  Concourse  will  no  longer  be  a  conduit  for  traffic  between  Lincoln  Way  and  Fulton  Street, 
but  rather  a  place  better  suited  for  pedestrians  and  cyclists.    (Martha  Kropt) 

We're  supportive  of  the  EIR,  and  we  believe  the  planning  department  has  done  a  good  and 
thorough  job  addressing  the  complex  issues  and  the  numerous  alternatives  that  this  project 
presents.  We  will  be  submitting  written  comments  later  in  the  week. 

The  project  really  was  borne  out  of  Proposition  J.  And  one  of  the  objectives  of  Proposition  J 
was  to  ensure  that  there  was  access  to  the  institutions,  both  the  Academy  and  the  De  Young. 
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That  access  is  critical  to  our  diverse  audiences,  as  you  heard  from  our  disability  coordinator, 
and  we  want  to  ensure  that  we  have  that  access  once  the  garage  is  complete. 

This  project  not  only  will  hopefully  provide  that  access  and  the  parking  required,  but  it  will 
also  help  to  —  to  remove  the  parking  from  aboveground  and  increase  the  green  space. 
(Carolyn  McMillan) 

I  also  want  to  address  the  garage  design  question  for  a  moment.  I  do  very  much  appreciate  the 
work  of  the  —  the  Concourse  Authority  and  the  architect  making  some  revisions  to  the  garage 
design,  and  I  would  urge  that  those  revisions  be  incorporated  into  the  final  design.  (Elizabeth 
Thompson) 

Overall,  the  current  garage  plan  would  have  serious  negative  impacts  for  bicyclists,  skaters, 
pedestrians,  and  all  recreational  users  of  the  Park.  Major  modifications  need  to  be  made  to  the 
DEIR  to  make  it  true  to  Prop.  J's  original  intent.    (Patrick Myall) 

The  worst  part  is  the  whole  "Transportation"  section  is  riddled  with  faulty  criteria  and 
underestimates  leading  to  incorrect  results  and  false  conclusions.  The  result  tends  to  minimize 
and  gloss  over  the  real  impacts  of  this  project,  with  optimistic  speculation  which  is  not 
supported  by  the  facts.  In  short,  this  Draft  EIR  cannot  be  trusted.    (Ronald  Konopaski,  DDS) 

The  tremendous  increase  in  traffic  to  the  Park,  and  to  and  through  all  the  neighborhoods 
surrounding  the  park,  poses  a  potentially  devastating  impact  on  the  Park  itself,  and  upon 
spaces  in  the  Park)  could  be  paralyzing  if  it  is  not  properly  studied  BEFORE  the  garage  goes 
in.  The  kind  of  congestion  that  we  anticipate  will  mean  impassable  streets,  immobilized  public 
transit  (a  direct  violation  of  the  "Transit  First"  policy  called  for  in  the  City's  General  Plan  and 
in  Proposition  J),  idling  cars  and  buses,  noise  and  pollution.    (Inner  Sunset  Merchants  and 
Residents  (Multiple  Signatures) ) 

I  am  a  homeowner  and  SFUSD  high  school  teacher.  I  am  writing  to  ask  you  to  keep  Golden 
Gate  Park  as  it  was  created  to  be:  an  escape  from  urban  life. 

Reopening  8th  Avenue  on  Sundays!  No!  UC  Garage  is  perfect!  (Susan  Witka) 

The  Rails-to-Trails  Conservancy  (RTC)  is  writing  to  express  our  strong  support  for  the  effort 
to  make  Golden  Gate  Park  more  welcoming  for  bicyclists  and  pedestrians,  and  to 
accommodate  the  new  parking  garage  with  as  little  negative  impact  to  these  modes  as  possible. 
To  that  end,  below  please  find  our  comments  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
Music  Concourse  Parking  Garage.    (Amanda  Eaken,  Rails  to  Trails  Conservancy) 

Transportation  improvements:  SFB  supports  the  Concourse  Authority's  efforts  to  improve 
access  in  and  around  the  park.  We  recognize  the  environmental  benefits  that  the  intra-park 
shuttle,  improved  bike  paths  and  traffic  calming  measures  will  have  on  the  park.    (Dee  Dee 
Workman,  San  Francisco  Beautiful  (SF)) 

I  can't  really  understand  any  other  way  that  all  these  things,  such  as  ventilation  shafts  going 
into  the  concourse,  the  removal  of  about  70  trees,  citing  a  new  entrance  inside  the  park,  traffic 
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ramps,  changing  pedestrian  infrastructure,  stairways  and  pedestrian  ramps,  changing  the 
tunnels,  changing  —  there  are  so  many  things  that  are  being  changed,  and  the  end  conclusion 
after  every  single  one  is  that  this  doesn't  really  affect  the  park.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

In  light  of  the  Academy's  anticipated  attendance  upon  reopening,  the  proposed  traffic 
circulation  pattern  in  Phase  I  appropriately  balances  the  needs  and  interests  of  all  park  users 
and  is  supported  by  the  Academy  as  it  preserves  vehicle  access  to  the  Academy  along  the 
concourse  and  on  Middle  Drive. 

"I  would  also  like  to  reiterate  the  Academy's  support  for  the  various  Concourse  Authority 
sponsored  transportation  improvement  elements  that  are  critical  to  making  the  concourse  area 
safe,  accessible  and  inviting  for  all  park  visitors  and  reducing  impacts  of  traffic  on  the  park 
and  surrounding  neighborhoods.    (Megan  Levitan) 

In  place  of  an  asphalt  parking  lot  around  more  than  half  the  Concourse,  there  will  be  park  land 
with  landscaping,  trees,  and  new  paths  for  pedestrians  and  bikes.  This  is  environmentally 
beneficial  with  respect  to  water  run-off  and  air  quality,  as  well  as  improving  aesthetics  and 
overall  usability.    (Ann  Lanzerotti,  M.D.) 

This  commitment  to  the  public  includes  ensuring  that  all  visitors  have  a  convenient  and 
appropriate  means  to  access  the  museum  and  other  Concourse  institutions.  Access  to  the  de 
Young  by  public  and  private  transportation  is  vital  to  the  ongoing  health  and  mission  of  the 
museum  and  its  outreach  programs  to  the  diverse  communities  and  groups  of  the  Bay  Area. 

In  keeping  with  the  principles  of  Proposition  J  to  reduce  vehicular  traffic  in  the  Concourse 
while  maintaining  access  to  the  institution,  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  require  the  following 

•  Cut-outs  near  institution  entrances  for  easier  visitor  drop-off  and  pick-up. 

•  Maintenance  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  Academy  Drive  as  one-way  roads  with  a 
reduction  of  the  number  of  lanes  to  discourage  through  traffic. 

•  Protection  of  access  for  youth,  seniors,  and  the  physically  challenged. 

•  Access  for  school  and  special  event  buses  to  the  fronts  of  institutions  to  allow  for 
drop-off  and  pick-up  of  visitors. 

•  Muni  and  taxi  accessibility  to  encourage  "transit-first"  policy. 

(Diane  B.  Wilsey  and  Harry  S.  Parker,  Fine  Arts  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

We  are  writing  in  opposition  to  the  plans  for  the  design  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Music 
Concourse  Garage.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  one  of  the  few  places  in  the  City  where  a  family  can 
take  some  refuge  from  automobile  traffic.    (Jason  Gibbs  &  Nghia  Hoang) 

As  a  frequent  pedestrian,  bicyclist,  and  runner  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  I  contact  you  regarding 
the  proposed  parking  garage  at  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse.    I  am  strongly 
against  its  design  and  location.    (Eileen  Ellis) 
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The  destruction  or  alteration  of  the  historic  pedestrian  tunnels  in  the  Concourse  is  absolutely 
unacceptable  and  should  not  be  allowed.  It  flies  in  the  face  of  Prop  J's  promise  to  create  a 
"pedestrian  oasis"  in  the  Concourse,  by  destroying,  rather  than  enhancing  pedestrian 
infrastructure.  In  fact,  the  whole  project,  as  currently  envisioned,  will  greatly  increase  danger 
to  pedestrians  in  the  Concourse.  This  is  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  terms  of  Prop  J. 
(Katherine  Roberts) 

Furthermore,  the  design  destroys  the  three  pedestrian  tunnels  ringing  the  Concourse, 
permanently  removing  one  and  replacing  the  others  with  corrugated  steel  culvert  pipe  and 
redesigning  the  historic  portals  to  "better  integrate"  with  the  park's  landscape.  This  also 
violates  CEQA,  the  Master  Plan,  and  Prop  J  as  it  destroys  historically  significant  features  and 
pedestrian  right  of  way.  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse,  and  surrounding  areas,  have  the 
potential  to  be  a  "pedestrian  oasis"  -  the  term  used  to  sell  the  Golden  Gate  Park  garage  to  the 
voters  in  the  first  place!    (Eileen  Ellis) 

The  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  has  vehemently  opposed  parking  garages  in 
Golden  Gate  Park.  There  isn't  any  way  that  the  environmental  damage  to  the  park  in  increased 
traffic,  construction  of  a  permanent  parking  garage,  increased  danger  to  pedestrians,  bicyclists 
etc.  and  destruction  of  historic  pedestrian  access  tunnels  can  be  mitigated.    (Haight  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  Tes  Welborn,  President) 

I  urge  you  make  certain  that  the  proposed  parking  garage  is  either  scrapped  altogether,  or  at 
the  very  least  dramatically  altered  to  take  into  account  the  above  concerns,  which  I  believe  are 
common  and  widely  held  among  San  Franciscan  residents.    (Patrick  Barron) 

Bringing  automobiles  into  the  park  is  a  bad  idea.  We  should  be  doing  everything  we  can  to 
limit  individual  motor  vehicles  in  the  park  and  to  improve  the  use  of  transit,  bicycles,  and 
walking.    (Sherry  Boschert) 

I  believe  that  this  project  should  be  shelved  until  there  is  enough  money  secured  to  complete 
ALL  of  the  improvements  authorized  by  the  voters.    (Kurt  W.  Shuck) 

In  fact,  if  you  look  at  the  city  of  San  Francisco  and  its  wondrous  and  wild  history,  I  think  that 
we  all  have  to  come  to  some  understanding  of  what  the  great  civic  achievements  are. 
Certainly  in  the  top  three  is  Golden  Gate  Park.  And  here  we  have  a  very  complicated  radical 
alteration  of  this  park  and  certainly  the  neighborhood  surrounding  it. 

I've  heard  so  many  good  comments  here  about  the  impact  on  the  neighborhoods.  Lisa 
representing  the  Inner  Sunset  Merchants  Association,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  said  some  very 
good  remarks  about  the  congestion  in  the  Inner  Sunset,  Ninth  Avenue  and  Irving,  the  key 
intersection  for  me  -  I  live  on  Funston,  12th  and  Funston  between  —  and  Lincoln  and 
Funston. 

This  is  rather  —  this  is  rather  typical.  And  one  place  in  the  EIR  they  mention  there  are  some 
restrictions  in  the  parking,  but  there  really  isn't.  There's  parking  there  all  the  time  even  during 
rush  hour.  And  so  to  add  additional  parking  in  here  and  not  do  anything  really  substantial 
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with  Muni  is  appalling  for  one  of  the  crown  jewels  of  San  Francisco's  history  and  the 
neighborhoods  all  around  it. 

So  this  is  the  corner  of  —  we're  looking  at  Irving  at  Ninth.  And  here's  another  photo  of  that, 
9th  and  Irving.  And  here's  the  all-important  N  Judah.  And  this  document,  Draft  EIR,  I 
believe,  is  totally  inadequate  and  inaccurate  dealing  with  the  traffic  issues  in  our 
neighborhood,  certainly,  I  think,  even  a  little  more  with  the  inner  Richmond.  But  we're  the 
commercial  gateway  to  Golden  Gate  Park.  Please  study  this  document  well. 

Please  study  this  document  well.  I  personally  believe  that  the  garage  is  a  Trojan  horse.  If  you 
let  it  in,  it  will  destroy  our  park.    {Jim  Iwerson) 

I  am  a  citizen  of  San  Francisco,  and  I  am  deeply  disturbed  by  the  massive  assault  on  the  park 
associated  with  the  proposed  garage  structure.  The  garage,  along  with  the  additional  lanes  of 
traffic  and  turn  pockets,  turns  the  area  around  the  concourse  into  a  suburban  highway 
intersection.    (Steve  Chapman) 

I  would  like  to  go  on  record  and  say  that  I  am  opposed  to  the  garage.  I've  always  been 
opposed  to  the  garage.  I've  been  against  Prop  J.  I'm  amazed  that  people  honestly  think  they 
can  have  a  garage  that  is  beautiful,  elegant  and  doesn't  make  their  neighborhood  a  more 
dangerous  or  unpleasant  place  to  live.    (Katherine  Roberts) 

Nobody  was  a  stronger  proponent  that  the  De  Young  stay  in  the  park  than  I  was,  and  you  can  - 
-  you  can  ask  Harry  Parker  that.  I'm  not  going  to  talk  about  the  EIR,  which  I  didn't  read.  I  — 
I  don't  —  I'm  —  okay.  Maybe  I  was  wrong.  I  don't  want  the  De  Young  to  be  in  the  park,  and 
I  apologize  to  the  folks  on  the  avenues.  What  do  you  have  if  you  lose  a  cultural  institution? 
You  have  restaurants.  You've  lost  your  —  your  movie  theaters.  So  it's  difficult  for  me  to  say 
that.  I  —  I  plain  don't  like  the  way  these  people  have  behaved.  Harry  Parker  stabbed  me  in 
the  back. 

Oh,  and  then  they  call  themselves  a  philanthropic  organization.  What's  going  on  here?  Okay. 
The  museum  is  stealing  600  parking  spaces  from  the  finest  people  in  the  world,  we  who  visit 
the  park  with  our  automobiles  and  then  go  upon  it  and  play.  Now,  these  so  called 
philanthropists,  their  game  is  to  create  a  ~  corner  the  market  on  parking  spaces  and  create  a 
monopoly  parking  racket. 

What  else  --  what  else  is  wrong?  What  about  a  cost-benefit  analysis?  Okay.  Maybe  they've 
put  in  $40  million.  How  much  are  they  taking  out?  They're  taking  out  the  present  value  of 
the  -  of  the  future  of  what  we  would  have  to  pay  to  park  underground  in  Hellman's  Warren 
(phonetic)  where  we  do  not  want  to  park,  and  then  they  want  to  rip  off  the  Californian 
taxpayer.  They  failed  to  do  it  on  Prop  51.  What  was  that?  40- or  $50  million?  The  state  is 
broke  and  now  Ellzey,  the  CEO,  he  —  he  wants  to  narrow  -  put  in  obstructions,  put  in  so- 
called  landscape  extensions  on  the  road  when  we  don't  —  we  don't  even  have  $7  million  to 
repair  potholes. 

This  is  scandalous.  It's  an  opportunity  for  kickbacks  to  a  corrupt  administration,  and  the  plum 
(phonetic)  will  be  letting  out  the  management  contract  and  -  on  the  garage,  not  just  this  -  this 
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—  job  for  Swinerton  where  nothing  is  gained.  No  parking  spaces  are  gained.  We  belong  to  an 
army  of  40  —  40,000  people  who  park.    (John  Laskin) 

Response 

The  preceding  group  of  comments  expresses  positions  on  the  proposed  project  itself.  They  do 
not  directly  raise  questions  on  the  content  and  adequacy  of  the  EIR.  No  response  is  required. 
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I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

In  1998,  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  J,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization 
Act,  to  improve  the  landscape  and  pedestrian  environment  of  the  Music  Concourse  area  and 
construct  an  underground  parking  facility  with  dedicated  access  routes  from  outside  Golden 
Gate  Park  in  or  about  the  Concourse  area.  The  proposed  project  would  include  an 
underground  parking  facility  at  the  Music  Concourse,  surface  improvements,  and 
transportation  improvements  in  the  Concourse  area  and  throughout  Golden  Gate  Park,  as 
described  in  Proposition  J.  Proposition  J  requires  removal  of  surface  parking  spaces  from  the 
Concourse  area,  and  in  locations  throughout  the  Park,  equivalent  to  the  number  of  spaces 
provided  in  the  new  underground  parking  facility  upon  completion  of  the  parking  facility. 

Proposition  J  authorized  and  directed  the  creation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse 
Authority  (GGPCA),  a  non-profit  public  benefit  corporation,  to  "(1)  create  a  pedestrian  oasis 
in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  situated  between  the  de  Young  Museum 
and  the  Academy  of  Science  (the  'Concourse')  and  (2)  take  steps  to  reduce  the  impacts  of 
automobiles  in  the  Park  while  still  providing  long-term  assurance  of  safe,  reliable  and 
convenient  access  for  visitors  to  the  Park,  including  its  cultural  institutions. "  Section  8  of 
Proposition  J  calls  for  the  development  and  completion  of  a  feasibility  study  and 
implementation  plan  to  include:  "an  intra-Park  shuttle  system  for  all  attractions  within  Golden 
Gate  Park;  access  to  the  Park  road  system  from  the  northern  side  of  the  Park;  traffic  'calming' 
measures  to  mitigate  'highway'-type  traffic  patterns,  including,  without  limitation, 
consideration  of  cul-de-sacs  and  other  roadway  improvements;  time-limited  parking 
throughout  the  Park  on  weekdays  to  discourage  non-Park  commuter  use;  a  'cultural  shuttle' 
carrying  visitors  from  major  downtown  and  transit  locations  to  and  from  the  Park;  bicycle  and 
skating  lanes  and  paths  within  the  Park;  road  closures  within  the  Park  in  accordance  with  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  (adopted  pursuant  to  Section  10  of  this  ordinance  [Proposition 
J]);  expanded  use  of  the  nearby  hospital  garages  via  shuttle  for  overflow  use;  Municipal 
Railway  (MUNI)  service  improvements;  and  traffic,  roadway,  landscaping,  and  other 
infrastructure  improvements  to  facilitate  transition  to  a  Golden  Gate  Park  where  the 
automobile  is  increasingly  less  visible."  The  "Transportation  Implementation  Plan  (TIP)"  to 
be  implemented  in  Golden  Gate  Park  under  Proposition  J  in  conjunction  with  the  construction 
of  an  800-  to  1,000-space  parking  facility,  as  described  below,  was  completed  in  September 
2001. 

Thus,  in  addition  to  the  underground  parking  facility,  the  TIP  includes  the  following  elements: 

•  Intra-Park  Shuttle 

•  Cultural  Shuttle 

•  Traffic  Calming 

•  Parking  Management 

•  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Improvements 

•  Road  Closures 

•  MUNI  Service  Improvements 
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As  described  below,  some  elements  of  the  TIP  were  examined  and  approved  under  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  and  those  do  not  require 
further  environmental  review  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects. 

Music  Concourse  Underground  Parking  Facility 

The  underground  parking  facility  would  be  constructed  beneath  existing  surface  paved  parking 
and  roadway  areas  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  beneath  Tea  Garden 
Drive  and  Academy  Drive  (see  Figures  1  and  2).  The  project  site  is  within  Lot  1  of 
Assessor's  Block  1700,  which  includes  all  of  the  approximately  1,017-acre  park.  Roadways 
serving  the  Concourse  area  include  Middle  Drive  East  to  the  southeast,  Martin  Luther  King, 
Jr.  Drive  to  the  southwest,  and  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  to  the  north.  Currently,  the 
Concourse  area  includes  approximately  200  surface  parking  spaces.  The  Music  Concourse 
also  includes  open  space  characterized  by  regularly  spaced  trees,  seating,  and  other  landscape 
features  in  the  Concourse  "bowl"  (approximately  10  feet  below  the  grade  of  Tea  Garden  Drive 
and  Academy  Drive)  in  a  formal,  symmetrical  plan.  The  M.H.  de  Young  Memorial  Museum 
(approved  for  re-construction)  and  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  are  immediately  north 
and  northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse,  respectively.  The  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (Band 
Shell)  is  at  the  west  end  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is 
south  of  the  Music  Concourse.  The  Shakespeare  Garden  is  southwest  of  the  Academy  of 
Sciences.  Forest  areas  of  cypress,  pine  and  eucalyptus  trees  surround  the  Music  Concourse 
east  of  the  Music  Concourse  "bowl,"  northeast  of  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  north  of  the  de 
Young  Museum,  and  west  and  east  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences.  These  wooded  areas  and 
other  landscape  elements,  such  as  the  Rhododendron  Dell  and  plantings  behind  the  de  Young 
Museum,  the  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Band  Shell,  seclude  the  Music  Concourse  and 
institutions  from  other  areas  of  the  Park.  Three  historic  pedestrian  tunnels,  near  the  northeast, 
southeast  and  southwest  corners  of  the  Music  Concourse  bowl,  extend  under  the  surface 
roadways,  Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives,  and  connect  to  paved  pathways  outside  the 
Concourse  area. 

The  underground  parking  facility,  as  proposed,  would  accommodate  about  800  cars, 
configured  in  two,  two-level  structures;  one  beneath  Tea  Garden  Drive  between  the  de  Young 
Museum  and  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  second  beneath  Academy  Drive  between  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Music  Concourse  (see  Figures  3  and  4).  The  two 
structures  would  be  connected  by  an  underground  vehicle  tunnel  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music 
Concourse.  A  ramp  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  beginning  outside  the  Park,  would 
provide  an  entrance  and  exit  for  the  parking  facility.  The  proposed  project  would  have  a 
second  entry/exit  ramp  at  Middle  Drive  East  near  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  or, 
alternatively,  an  entry  ramp  on  Academy  Drive.  The  total  footprint  of  the  parking  facility 
would  be  approximately  290,000  square  feet  (sq.  ft.),  including  the  transit  center/bus  parking 
area  and  the  access  tunnels.  Each  portion  of  the  parking  facility  would  be  approximately  114 
feet  wide;  the  northern  portion,  near  the  de  Young  Museum,  would  be  approximately  650  feet 
long  and  the  southern  portion,  near  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  would  be  approximately  710 
feet  long.  The  northern  portion  would  accommodate  approximately  380  spaces,  including  15 
ADA  accessible  spaces.  Approximately  420  parking  spaces,  including  18  ADA  accessible 
spaces,  would  be  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  parking  facility.  A  total  of  46  bicycle  parking 
spaces 
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would  be  provided  in  the  parking  facility  on  the  upper  levels  of  each  portion  adjacent  to 
pedestrian  access  points. 

The  project  would  include  the  reconstruction  and  restoration  of  the  two  easterly  pedestrian 
tunnels  and  portals  in  their  current  location  separate  from  the  parking  facility  (see  Figures  2 
and  5).  The  tunnels  would  be  updated  to  meet  current  structural  codes.  With  parking  facility 
access  at  the  lower  level,  vehicle  tunnels  would  pass  beneath  the  pedestrian  tunnels.  The  west 
pedestrian  tunnel  beneath  Academy  Drive  would  be  reconstructed  with  restored  portals,  with 
pedestrian  circulation  through  the  upper  level  of  the  parking  facility. 

Pedestrian  circulation  for  the  parking  facility  would  include  walkways  and  ramps  connecting 
the  upper  parking  level  with  the  lower  Concourse  level  or  "bowl"  (see  Figures  5  and  6);  these 
walkways  would  enter  the  Concourse  bowl  from  existing  pedestrian  tunnel  locations  as  well  as 
from  new  access  to  the  Concourse  bowl  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Concourse,  across  from 
the  southwest  pedestrian  tunnel,  and  adjacent  to  existing  stairways  at  the  north  and  south  of  the 
Concourse  bowl  near  its  midpoint.  Circulation  within  the  parking  facility  would  include  stairs 
and  elevators  connecting  the  lower  and  upper  parking  levels  but  not  penetrating  the  upper 
Concourse  level.  New  ADA  accessible  ramps  and  reconstructed  stairs  would  connect  the  bowl 
to  the  upper  Concourse  level. 

The  parking  facility  would  include  a  ventilation  system  to  supply  fresh  air  along  one  side  of 
the  garage  with  a  continuous  outlet  slot  along  the  opposite  side.  The  vent  slots  would  be  at  the 
edges  of  the  structure  along  Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives.  The  ventilation  slots  would 
avoid  a  requirement  to  construct  10-foot  vertical  shafts  in  the  Music  Concourse  surface  area  to 
ventilate  the  structure,  and  would  also  provide  an  opportunity  to  bring  natural  light  into  the 
garage  interior. 

With  the  intent  to  reduce  traffic  in  the  Concourse  area,  the  project  sponsor,  at  the  request  of 
the  Sierra  Club,  has  proposed  an  underground  street  connecting  Fulton  Street  to  Middle  Drive 
East,  which  would  allow  for  through  traffic  to  be  restricted  or  eliminated  from  Tea  Garden 
Drive  and  Academy  Drive.  The  proposed  underground  roadway  would  ramp  down  at  Tenth 
Avenue  at  Fulton  Street  (as  with  the  proposed  project)  under  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and 
would  extend  beneath  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  and  alongside  the  east  side  of  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences,  where  it  would  ramp  up  to  Middle  Drive  East.  This 
underground  street  would  also  provide  access  into  the  parking  structure  from  Tenth  Avenue 
and  from  Middle  Drive  East  and  would  therefore  eliminate  the  need  for  the  secondary  auto 
entry  ramp  into  the  parking  structure  at  the  west  end  of  Academy  Drive.  The  underground 
street  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  enhancement  to  the  project.  If  the  underground  street 
and  connector  to  Middle  Drive  East  were  not  constructed,  a  secondary  auto  entry  to  the 
parking  facility  would  be  from  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  via  a  ramp  down  at  the  west  end 
of  Academy  Drive. 

The  proposed  underground  parking  facility  would  provide  a  separate  underground  parking 
area  for  tour  buses  and  school  buses,  which  currently  park  behind  the  Spreckels  Temple  of 
Music  and  along  Academy  and  Tea  Garden  Drives.  The  underground  street  described  above, 
would  have  a  posted  speed  limit  of  15  mph.  The  proposed  bus  parking  area  would  be  beneath 
the 
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area  to  the  east  of  the  Concourse  and  would  be  accessible  from  either  Tenth  Avenue  or  Middle 
Drive  East  and  would  accommodate  approximately  18  buses  (see  Figures  7  and  8).  The  bus 
facility  would  include  bus  parking  and  a  passenger  drop-off  and  pickup  facility  with  direct 
access  to  the  Concourse  surface.  The  underground  bus  facility  is  currently  an  un-funded 
public  enhancement  to  the  project.  MUNI  would  continue  to  provide  transit  service  to  the 
surface  of  the  Concourse  (44-O'Shaughnessy). 

Intra-Park  Shuttle 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  introduced  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  as  a 
three-month  pilot  program  to  provide  free  transportation  to  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park  on 
Saturdays,  Sundays  and  holidays.  Phase  1  of  the  pilot  program  ran  from  August  18  to 
October  28,  2001,  to  allow  the  GGPCA  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  program  through 
rider  surveys.  Approximately  5,200  persons  used  the  shuttle  during  Phase  1  of  the  pilot 
program.  The  information  gathered  from  the  surveys  was  integrated  into  a  final 
recommendation  presented  to  the  City  at  the  end  of  the  2001  pilot  program,  on  November  7, 
2001,  with  recommendations  for  the  2002  pilot  program. 

Phase  1  of  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  service  used  small  buses  with  the  capacity  to  carry  up  to 
approximately  30  passengers  in  August  and  September  of  2001  and  used  motorized  cable  car 
vehicles,  which  were  easily  distinguishable  from  tour  buses.  The  shuttle  was  operated  at 
20-minute  intervals  on  weekends  and  holidays  from  10:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m  and  was  free  of 
charge  to  passengers.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  served  21  stop  locations  including  Sharon 
Meadow,  the  Conservatory  of  Flowers,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  Stow  Lake,  the  Rose  Garden,  the  Beach  Chalet  ,  and  the  Strybing  Arboretum.  Phase 
1  of  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  route  served  MUNI  connections  on  Lincoln  Street,  between  Fourth 
and  Fifth  Avenues.  Shuttle  service  also  included  connections  to  the  UCSF  Garage  at  Second 
Avenue  and  Irving  Street  (to  connect  with  the  N-Judah  lines);  at  19th  Avenue  and  Lincoln 
Way  (to  connect  with  the  16X-Noriega,  28- 1 9th  Avenue,  29-Sunset,  and  71-Haight/Noreiga); 
at  36th  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  (to  connect  with  the  5-Fulton;  at  48th  Avenue  and  Lincoln 
Way  (to  connect  with  the  N-Judah  and  the  18 -46th  Avenue);  and  at  Ninth  Avenue  and  Lincoln 
Way  (to  connect  to  the  16X-Noriega,  44-O'Shaughnessy,  and  the  71-Haight/Noriega). 

The  2002  pilot  program  (Phase  2),  which  will  operate  from  May  to  October,  2002,  is  intended 
to  increase  ridership  and  visibility  and  to  identify  further  service  improvements.  Phase  2  will 
continue  to  serve  the  21  stop  locations  (and  MUNI  connections)  with  ADA  accessible  mid- 
sized buses  and  will  extend  the  route  to  Stanyan  Street  near  Haight  Street  to  connect  with  the 
6-Parnassus,  33-Stanyan,  43-Masonic,  and  71-Haight/Noriega  MUNI  bus  lines  in  2002.  The 
Intra-Park  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  was  addressed  but  not  fully  analyzed  in 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  As  a  pilot  program,  the  Intra-Park  Shuttle  was  found  to 
be  exempt  from  environmental  review  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA). 

Cultural  Shuttle 

Based  on  the  determination  of  a  feasibility  study  and  the  TIP,  the  proposed  Cultural  Shuttle 
route  would  operate  two-way  at  15-minute  intervals  on  weekends  and  holidays  providing 
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connections  to  Golden  Gate  Park  from  the  following  potential  transit  hubs:  Caltrain,  Ferry 
Building,  BART/16th  Street  Station,  F-Line  at  Market,  Transbay  Terminal,  and  N  Judah  at 
Ninth  Avenue.  Other  potential  connecting  points  include  The  Presidio,  Marina  Green,  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  North  Beach,  Chinatown,  Market  Street,  Embarcadero,  and 
PacBell  Park.  The  shuttle  would  use  zero-emission  vehicles  with  approximately  20-  to  35- 
passenger  capacity.  Preliminary  routes,  stops  and  operating/maintenance  planning  is  currently 
underway.  A  schedule  for  launching  Cultural  Shuttle  operation  is  yet  to  be  determined.  The 
Cultural  Shuttle  is  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  and  was  not  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan. 

Traffic  Calming 

The  conceptual  design  for  traffic  calming  as  part  of  the  Proposition  J  projects  is  being 
developed  for  narrowed  travel  lanes  and  shared-use  roadways  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  plan 
would  also  incorporate  improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
Proposed  traffic  calming  measures  under  Proposition  J  would  include: 

•  Re-striping  of  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  to  enhance  visibility  at  crosswalks  and 
bicycle  lanes. 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Academy  Drive  in  conjunction  with  Music  Concourse  area  surface 
improvements  (to  be  developed). 

•  Traffic  calming  on  Middle  Drive  East  in  conjunction  with  the  Concourse  Parking 
Facility,  as  needed. 

•  Testing  and  installation  of  changeable  speed  signs  along  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive. 

Traffic  calming  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  that  may  be  implemented  as  part  of  that  plan  include: 

•  John  F.  Kennedy/Stanyan/Kezar  entry  improvements/traffic  calming. 

•  Landscape  Extensions  on  eastern  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  Tea  Garden  Drive  Traffic  Calming. 

•  Intersection  paving  reductions  at  the  following  locations:  Stow  Lake  Drive  at  John  F. 
Kennedy  Drive;  Haight  Street  at  Stanyan  Street;  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  and  Great 
Highway. 

•  Stanyan/Fulton  intersection  improvements. 

•  Conversion  of  30th  Avenue  to  a  one-way  entrance  into  the  Park. 


Parking  Management 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  encourages  transit  use,  provides  incentives  for  visitors  to 
the  Park  to  use  transit  or  rideshare,  and  discourages  commuter  parking  by  identifying  areas  for 
time-limited  parking.  The  GGPCA  Projects  would  implement  improvements  identified  in  the 
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Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  including  time-limited  parking  and  phased  parking  removal. 
Parking  management  measures  that  would  be  part  of  the  GGPCA  Projects  would  include: 

•  Elimination  of  800  surface  parking  spaces  in  Golden  Gate  Park  including  about  200 
spaces  in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  as  required  by  Proposition  J. 

Parking  Management  measures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  that  will  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  GGPCA 
Projects  include: 

•  Establishing  three  to  four  parking  time  limits  in  the  East  Park  on  Conservatory  Drive, 
Bowling  Green  Drive,  Kezar  Drive,  and  portions  of  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive.  This  measure  has  been  approved  by  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission,  and  will  be  implemented  in  2002. 

•  Parking  removal  in  association  with  other  measures,  e.g.  road  closures  and  traffic 
calming.  Approximately  100  on-street  spaces  would  be  removed  at  the  following 
locations:  Middle  Drive  West  -  approximately  40  spaces;  Waller  Street  -  approximately 
40  spaces;  7th  Avenue  -  approximately  15  spaces;  and  47th  Avenue  -  approximately  5 
spaces. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  (1997)  provide 
implementation  recommendations  for  bicycle  and  skating  routes,  lanes,  paths  and  trails  within 
Golden  Gate  Park.  The  conceptual  design  is  being  developed  for  a  dedicated  bike  lane  along 
John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  improvements  to  existing  paths.  The  GGPCA  would  work  with 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  make  pedestrian  safety  improvements.  Bicycle, 
skating  and  pedestrian  improvement  measures  under  Proposition  J  include: 

•  Installation  of  new  fluorescent-paint  pedestrian  crossing  signs  and  ladder  markings  at 
approximately  100  crosswalks,  to  improve  pedestrian  safety  throughout  the  Park. 

•  Elimination  of  vehicle  parking  on  selected  Park  roadways,  to  be  determined,  to  provide 
more  right-of-way  for  bicycles. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Improvements  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  and  analyzed 
in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  that  will  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  include: 

•  Provision  for  bicycle  parking  at  all  major  attractions. 

•  Multi-Use  Path  Improvements  -  along  the  Great  Highway,  in  the  central  western 
portion  of  the  Park,  and  along  Kezar  Drive. 
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Road  Closures 

In  accordance  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
and  Commission  will  identify  and  implement  road  closures  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Golden 
Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  will  work  with  the  Department  of  Recreation  and 
Parks  on  the  design  of  the  road  closures.  Road  closures  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  and  analyzed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR  that  may  be  implemented 
by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  in  coordination  with  the  GGPCA  Projects  include: 

•  Arguello  Boulevard  -  northern  segment  of  the  block  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Lincoln 
Way. 

•  Conservatory  Drive  East  -  between  Arguello  Boulevard  and  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  Middle  Drive  West  -  middle  segment  between  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  and 
Transverse  Drive  (implemented). 

•  Music  Concourse  Roadway  -  segment  behind  the  Band  Shell. 

•  South  Fork  Drive  -  between  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 
Drive. 

•  Waller  Street  -  between  Kezar  Drive  and  Stanyan  Street. 

•  Seventh  Avenue  entry  -  between  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Drive  and  Lincoln  Way. 

•  47th  Avenue  -  segment  just  north  of  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  near  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Golf  Course. 

MUNI  Service  Improvements 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  (GGPCA)  would  work  cooperatively  with  the  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  to  enhance  and  market  transit  routes  to  Golden  Gate 
Park.  Planned  MUNI  improvements  include: 

•  Use  of  new  destination  signage  on  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  line  to  identify  Golden 
Gate  Park  as  a  destination  on  this  route. 

OTHER  CONCOURSE  AREA  PROJECTS 

The  approved  New  de  Young  Museum  project  and  the  proposed  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  renovation  project  are  not  part  of  Proposition  J,  and  are  proceeding  independently  of 
the  GGPCA  Projects.  However,  coordination  among  the  GGPCA,  the  de  Young  Museum,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Strybring  Arboretum,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and 
Commission,  and  other  trustee  and  responsible  agencies  would  occur  during  the 
implementation  of  the  Proposition  J  Projects  to  meet  the  goals  and  charge  of  the  GGPCA  and 
the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 


Case  No.  2001. 911E  .    „  FlNALEIR 

  A- 15   

GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS  JULY  24,  2003 


Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 

Initial  Study 

In  addition,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  currently  considering  legislation  to  implement  a  partial 
closure  of  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  on  Saturdays.  This  proposal  is  not  part  of  the  Concourse 
Authority  projects. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 

The  proposed  underground  parking  facility  would  be  completed  in  three  phases  to  coordinate 
with  construction  schedules  for  the  adjacent  institutions,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  (see  Figure  9).  Currently,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  is 
scheduled  to  open  in  mid-2005.  Renovation  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  is  assumed  to  be 
completed  in  late  2007.  As  such,  Phase  1  would  include  construction  of  the  northern  portion 
of  the  garage,  nearest  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  with  access  from  Tenth  Avenue  via  a 
tunnel  under  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive.  Phase  1  would  allow  temporary  two-way  traffic  to 
continue  through  the  Concourse  along  Academy  Drive.  The  parking  structure  adjacent  to  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  would  be  constructed  in  Phase  2,  after  the  de  Young  parking  section  is 
completed.  A  third  phase  would  include  the  public  transportation  elements,  underground 
street,  and  bus  parking  to  be  constructed  concurrently  with  the  Academy  section  of  the  garage 
(Phase  2).  Phase  3  is  currently  an  un-funded  public  traffic  enhancement  to  the  Project.  For 
transportation  and  parking  and  other  key  EIR  topics,  the  EIR  will  present  project  impacts  by 
phase. 

Many  of  the  Proposition  J  elements  are  in  preliminary  phases  and  will  not  be  implemented 
until  a  later  date.  The  Intra-Park  Shuttle  completed  its  first  pilot  season  and  the  second  pilot 
season  began  May  4,  2002;  it  will  operate  on  weekends  and  holidays  through  October  2002. 
Parking  management  measures  began  in  April  2002,  traffic  calming  measures  are  anticipated 
to  occur  from  Summer  to  Fall  2002,  and  bicycle  and  pedestrian  improvements,  as  well  as  road 
closures,  are  anticipated  to  occur  in  Summer  2003.  Transit  improvements,  which  will  provide 
future  service  to  Golden  Gate  Park,  are  being  developed  independently  by  MUNI.  The  start 
date  for  the  Cultural  Shuttle  is  to  be  determined;  preliminary  design  of  routes,  stops,  and 
operating/maintenance  plans  for  this  service  are  currently  underway. 

The  Project  Site  is  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district,  and  within  an  OS  (Open  Space) 
Height  and  Bulk  district.  Permitted  uses  in  a  P  zoning  district  include  public  structures  of  the 
city  and  other  governmental  agencies  when  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan.  Approvals  for  various  aspects  of  the  project  may  be  required  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Zoning 
Administrator.  There  are  no  specific  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the  OS  height  and  bulk  district. 
Height  and  bulk  of  buildings  and  structures  are  determined  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan. 

n.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

This  Initial  Study  examines  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  to  identify 
potential  effects  on  the  environment.  On  the  basis  of  this  study,  project-specific  effects  that 


Case  No.  2001.91  IE 


  A-16 

GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS 


Final  EIR 


JULY  24,  2003 


Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 

Initial  Study 

have  been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant  relate  to  visual  quality,  transportation  and 
parking,  noise,  air  quality  and  climate,  and  historic  resources.  These  issues  will  be  analyzed 
in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Land  use  and  planning  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR 
for  informational  purposes.  Topics  noted  "TO  BE  DETERMINED"  mean  that  discussion  in 
the  EIR  will  enable  a  determination  whether  or  not  there  would  be  a  significant  impact. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  effects  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects  have  been 
determined  to  be  either  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the 
project:  population;  utilities  and  public  services;  biology;  geology  and  topography;  water; 
hazards;  energy  and  natural  resources;  and  cultural  resources  (archaeological  resources). 
Those  issues  are  discussed  below  and  require  no  further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR. 
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III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND 
PLANS 

Not  Applicable  Discussed 

I.       Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 

or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.    X 

*2.      Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  other  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 

Region,  if  applicable.    X 

The  project  site  is  within  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district,  and  within  an  OS  (Open  Space) 
Height  and  Bulk  district.  As  a  continuation  of  existing  activities  at  this  location  in  Golden 
Gate  Park,  the  underground  parking  facility  would  be  compatible  with  existing  land  use 
controls,  zoning  and  would  not  be  anticipated  to  require  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  or  amendments  to  zoning.  The  parking  facility  would  include  ventilation 
features  and  new  vehicle  and  pedestrian  access  in  the  Concourse  area.  There  are  no  specific 
height  and  bulk  limits  within  Open  Space  Height  and  Bulk  districts.  Height  and  bulk  of 
buildings  and  structures  in  Open  Space  Districts  are  determined,  as  part  of  project  approval,  in 
accordance  with  the  objectives,  principles  and  policies  and  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan 
(San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Section  290).  The  project  would  not  conflict  with  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  which  was  proposed  to  implement  needed  infrastructure  and  disabled 
access  improvements  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR,  certified 
in  July  1998,  and  adoption  of  the  Master  Plan  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  do  not 
preclude  responsible  planning  efforts  regarding  the  future  of  cultural  institutions,  such  as  the 
de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Information  and 
analysis  contained  in  the  EIR  for  the  Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  will  be  utilized  and  relied  upon 
in  the  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  projects  as  appropriate.  This  will  ensure 
consistency  between  the  Master  Plan  and  Concourse  Authority  Plan.  Parking  requirements 
would  be  met  by  the  proposed  parking  facility.  The  EIR  will  discuss  necessary  project 
approvals  and  will  review  the  project  in  relation  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  San 
Francisco  General  Plan  and  City  Planning  Code. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 
1.  Land  Use 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established 

community?    X  X 

b.     Have  any  substantial  impact  upon 
the  existing  character  of  the 

vicinity?    X  X 


* 


Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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The  project  site,  in  and  around  the  Music  Concourse,  is  located  within  Golden  Gate  Park. 
The  Music  Concourse  is  surrounded  by  other  open  space  uses  in  the  park;  the  Hagiwara 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  is  located  northwest  of  the  project  site,  the  de  Young  Museum  is  north  of 
the  Music  Concourse,  to  the  west  is  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (Band  Shell)  and  the 
Strybring  Arboretum,  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  is  south  of  the  project  site. 
Three  pedestrian  tunnels  dating  from  the  California  Midwinter  International  Exposition  in 
1894  are  located  at  the  northeast,  southeast,  and  southwest  edges  of  the  Music  Concourse. 

While  the  project  would  concentrate  overall  parking  activity  for  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  in  Golden  Gate  Park  within 
the  Concourse  area,  it  is  not  anticipated  to  significantly  intensify  activity  on  the  site  beyond 
that  which  currently  exists  for  the  adjacent  institutions.  The  Project  activity  would  be 
consistent  with  existing  land  uses  on  the  site.  The  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the 
physical  arrangement  of  a  community.  The  project  would  not  have  a  potentially  significant 
effect  on  land  use  but  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes. 

2.  Visual  Quality 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable                                    TO  BE  DETERMINED 
negative  aesthetic  effect?       

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct 

any  scenic  view  or  vista  now                                         TO  BE  DETERMINED 
observed  from  public  areas'?       

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or 
glare  substantially  impacting 

other  properties?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  construct  an  underground  parking  facility  for  approximately  800 
vehicles  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  project  would  change  visual 
conditions  in  the  Concourse  vicinity  and  other  areas  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  with  access  tunnels 
at  Tenth  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  and  at  Music  Concourse  Drive  or  Middle  Drive  East.  The 
parking  facility  would  also  include  new  pedestrian  access  points  in  the  Music  Concourse  bowl. 

The  parking  facility  would  maintain  the  Concourse  bowl  and  would  not  result  in  changes  to  the 
topography  of  the  Concourse  area.  The  project  would  also  introduce  a  new  structure  to  serve 
as  an  entry  to  the  bus  parking  and  transit  center  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse  (see 
Figures  7  and  8).  The  new  structure  would  be  visible  from  the  Concourse  area,  the 
institutions,  and  possibly  from  select  views  from  nearby  locations  within  Golden  Gate  Park. 
The  EIR  will  discuss  views  of  these  new  elements  in  the  park. 

As  noted  in  the  Project  Description,  above,  vehicle  parking,  drive  aisles,  pedestrian  walkways 
and  vehicular  tunnels  would  be  illuminated  as  part  of  the  proposed  parking  facility.  All  drive 
aisles  and  parking  spaces  would  be  illuminated  with  one  fixture  per  bay.  The  proposed  parking 
facility  would  include  illumination  of  all  pedestrian  tunnels.  The  proposed  garage  project 
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would  generally  replace  the  existing  street  lighting  poles  to  meet  the  Park  Lighting 
specifications  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  exact  location,  size,  and 
specific  lighting  fixtures  will  be  further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Therefore,  mirrored  glass  would  not  be  used,  and  the 
underground  garage  would  not  result  in  glare  affecting  other  properties.  The  EIR  will, 
therefore,  not  discuss  glare.  The  EIR  will  discuss  the  project's  design,  appearance,  changes  in 
landscaping,  possible  effects  on  views  and  its  relation  to  the  scale  of  surrounding  development. 

3.  Population 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?    X  X 

*b.     Displace  a  large  number  of 
people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

c.     Create  a  substantial  demand 
for  additional  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  not  be  expected  to  add  a  significant  number  of  employees  to  San 
Francisco's  economy.  Currently,  there  are  no  parking  attendants  or  other  parking  services 
staff  employed  for  parking  areas  in  the  Music  Concourse.  It  is  anticipated  that  some 
additional  staff  for  uses  in  the  park  would  be  required;  however,  any  increase  in  staff  for  new 
park  operations  as  part  of  the  Proposition  J  projects  in  Golden  Gate  Park  is  to  be  relatively 
small  and  would  not  significantly  increase  park  staff.  This  potential  increase  in  employment 
would  be  minor  in  the  context  of  total  employment  in  San  Francisco. 

The  underground  parking  facility  would  accommodate  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the 
institutions  in  the  Concourse.  The  EIR  will  discuss  visitorship  projections  and  include  those 
data  in  the  analysis  of  project  transportation  and  parking  effects. 

The  project  would  not  construct  housing  nor  displace  existing  housing.  The  proposed  project 
would  not  create  a  substantial  demand  for  new  housing.  The  effect  of  increased  numbers  of 
visitors  on  transportation  and  related  effects  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Based  on  the  above  analysis,  no  significant  physical  environmental  effects  on  housing  demand 
or  population  would  occur,  and  these  issues  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 
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4.  Transportation 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which 
is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 

existing  traffic  load  and  capacity                                    TO  BE  DETERMINED 
of  the  street  system?       

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 

to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic                              TO  BE  DETERMINED 
hazards?       

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by                        TO  BE  DETERMINED 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?       

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by                        TO  BE  DETERMINED 
existing  parking  facilities?       

The  proposed  underground  parking  facility  could  place  increased  demands  on  the  local 
transportation  system,  including  increased  traffic,  transit  demand,  and  parking  demand  due  to 
the  relocation  of  existing  parking  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  EIR  will  discuss  project 
effects  related  to  transportation  and  circulation,  including  intersection  operations,  transit 
demand,  and  impacts  on  pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  and  freight  loading,  as  well  as 
construction  impacts. 

5.  Noise 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Increase  substantially  the  ambient                                    TO  BE  DETERMINED 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas?       

b.  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

Standards,  if  applicable?    X  X 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels?    X  X 

The  New  de  Young  Museum,  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  and  the  Shakespeare  Garden  are  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  as  sensitive 
noise  receptors  within  Golden  Gate  Park.  These  outside  areas  that  have  been  designated  for 
ceremonies  and  meditation  and  museums  and  educational  facilities  may  be  affected  by 
construction  noise  resulting  from  the  project  as  demolition,  excavation,  and  building 
construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  project  area.  The  proposed  project  is 
anticipated  to  require  pile  driving  during  construction,  which  would  generate  noise  and 
possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by  occupants  and  park  users  in  these 
nearby  areas.  Noise  levels  at  receptors  near  the  project  site  would  depend  on  their  distance 
from  the  source  and  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  noise  barriers.  Vibrations  from  the 
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construction  activities  could  be  felt  in  adjacent  buildings,  which  include  museum,  educational, 
and  outdoor  park  uses.  To  mitigate  any  impacts  associated  with  noise  generated  from 
construction  activities,  the  project  would  comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 

Construction,  including  demolition,  foundation,  structure,  and  interior  work,  would  be 
expected  to  last  about  24  months.  Although  construction  noise  could  annoy  nearby  workers 
and  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park  and  its  facilities,  particularly  those  adjacent  to  the  project 
site,  the  impacts  would  be  temporary  and  would  generally  be  limited  to  a  period  of  several 
months  during  which  the  foundations  and  structural  elements  would  be  built.  Interior 
construction  noise  would  be  substantially  reduced  by  the  exterior  walls.  The  proposed  parking 
facility  would  require  drilling  and  placement  of  foundation  piles.  Implementation  of  the 
mitigation  measure  included  as  part  of  the  project,  as  identified  on  p.  34,  would  ensure  that 
pile  driving  activities  during  construction  would  be  limited  so  as  to  result  in  the  least 
disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.  The  EIR  will  discuss  potential  neighborhood  noise  impacts 
during  construction. 

Construction  activities  at  the  Music  Concourse  area  related  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and 
the  Academy  of  Sciences  would  also  create  noise  effects.  The  EIR  will  consider  cumulative 
noise  effects  of  the  Concourse  projects,  to  the  extent  that  information  is  available. 

The  EIR  will  evaluate  potential  noise  effects  during  construction  and  garage  operations  to  the 
user  environment  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

6.  Air  Quality  /  Climate 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 

or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing                            TO  BE  DETERMINED 
or  projected  air  quality  violation?       

*b.     Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial                            TO  BE  DETERMINED 
pollutant  concentrations?       

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?    _X_  X 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as 
to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 

change  the  climate  either  in  the  community                        TO  BE  DETERMINED 
or  region?       

Construction  Emissions 

During  construction,  air  quality  could  potentially  be  affected  for  a  short  period.  Heavy 
equipment  could  create  fugitive  dust  and  emit  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 
sulfur  dioxide  (S02),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  particulate  matter  with  a  diameter  of  less  than 


*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 

Case  No.  2001.91  IE  .  FlNALEIR 

—   A-23   

GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS  JULY  24,  2003 


Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 

Initial  Study 


10  microns  (PM10)  as  a  result  of  diesel  fuel  combustion.  The  primary  pollutant  of  concern  in 
fugitive  dust  would  be  PM10. 

Construction  emissions  would  be  short  term  and  temporary,  but  could  still  cause  adverse 
effects  on  local  air  quality.  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  in  its 
CEQA  Guidelines,  has  developed  an  analytical  approach  that  obviates  the  need  to 
quantitatively  estimate  these  emissions.  Instead,  BAAQMD  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible 
PM10  control  measures  for  construction  activities.  The  project  includes  these  measures  (see 
pp.  34-35)  to  reduce  the  effects  of  construction  activities  to  an  insignificant  level.  Because  the 
project  would  include  these  mitigation  measures,  it  would  not  cause  significant  construction- 
related  air  quality  effects.  The  EIR  will  briefly  discuss  these  effects  for  informational 
purposes. 

Emissions  from  Operations 

The  extent  of  foreseeable  traffic  increases  has  not  been  determined.  The  project  could 
potentially  result  in  air  quality  impacts  if  traffic  volumes  increase  substantially.  The  EIR  will 
calculate  emissions  and  compare  them  to  applicable  significance  thresholds  published  by  the 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  Carbon  monoxide  emissions  and  the  possibility 
of  exceeding  carbon  monoxide  standards  at  congested  intersections  and  nearby  sensitive 
receptors  could  be  of  particular  concern. 

Shadows 

Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in 
November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new 
structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year 
round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning 
Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  The  proposed  entry  structure  to  the  transit 
center,  to  be  constructed  at  the  east  end  of  the  Music  Concourse,  would  not  exceed  a  height  of 
40  feet;  other  portions  of  the  proposed  parking  facility  would  be  below  grade  and  would  not 
have  the  potential  to  create  new  shadow  on  the  Concourse  area.  Therefore,  a  shadow  study 
will  not  be  required  nor  will  shadow  effects  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Wind 

The  proposed  project  would  maintain  the  approximate  overall  height  of  the  existing  landscape, 
paved  areas,  and  structures  on  the  site,  with  the  exception  of  the  proposed  14-  to  16-foot-tall 
glass  canopy  over  the  transit  center  entrance,  and  would  not  create  the  potential  to  channel 
wind  or  create  discomfort  for  pedestrians  and  people  in  nearby  seating  areas.  The  project  site 
is  largely  sheltered  from  prevailing  winds  by  the  existing  dense  forest  upwind.1  Therefore, 
wind  conditions  impacts  would  not  be  considered  significant,  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss 
them  further. 
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7.  Utilities  /  Public  Services 

Yes      No  Discussed 

a.      Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?  X  X 


Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X  X 

Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X  X 

Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?  X  X 


The  project  would  replace  existing  park  uses  with  similar  uses,  albeit  generating  somewhat 
more  increased  transportation  and  pedestrian  activity  at  the  site.  The  project  would  not 
substantially  increase  existing  solid  waste,  water  demand,  or  wastewater  at  the  project  site. 
Therefore,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  these  issues  further. 

As  a  parking  facility  for  existing  cultural  and  recreational  uses  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  the 
project  would  not  directly  change  the  demand  for  schools,  recreation  or  other  public  facilities. 

Golden  Gate  Park  presently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services,  and  the  project  would 
create  little  additional  demand  for  fire  and  police  services  in  the  area.  Although  the  project 
could  increase  the  number  of  calls  received  from  the  Music  Concourse  area  or  the  level  of 
regulatory  oversight  that  must  be  provided  as  a  result  of  the  increased  concentration  of  activity 
on-site,  the  increase  in  responsibilities  would  not  likely  be  substantial  in  light  of  the  existing 
demand  for  police  and  fire  protection  services  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Time-limited  parking  in 
the  garage  would  result  in  the  need  for  two  new  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  patrols; 
however,  the  increase  in  demand  would  not  require  the  construction  of  any  new  police  or  fire 
prevention  facilities.  For  these  reasons,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  further  police  or  fire 
protection  services. 

The  project  site  is  proximate  to  existing  power  utilities  and  communication  facilities.  The  new 
parking  structure  would  tap  into  the  existing  power  and  communications  grids.  Primary 
voltage  supply  (12KV)  from  Pacific  Gas&  Electric  (PG&E)  point-of-service  at  Fulton  Street 
and  Eighth  Avenue  and  from  Fulton  Street  and  Tenth  Avenue  would  supply  electricity  to  the 
parking  structures  and  to  the  transit  center.  This  supply  would  intercept  and  re-route  one 
existing  supply  to  the  de  Young  Museum  from  Fulton  Street  and  Tenth  Avenue.  The  project 
may  require  a  future  extension  to  a  new  location  near  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences 
building  to  include  the  interception  and  re-routing  of  the  existing  power  supply  to  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  from  Fulton  Street  and  Eighth  Avenue.  The  power  needs  of 
the  proposed  parking  facility  would  be  coordinated  with  PG&E,  as  described  in  the  Park's 
Electrical  Master  Plan,  to  manage  ongoing  upgrades  to  the  parks  electrical  system  under  the 
1992  Golden  Gate  Park  Bond  infrastructure  work  and  minimize  construction  disruptions  in  the 


* 


Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 


Case  No.  2001. 91  IE  .    __  FlNALEIR 

  A-25   

GOLDEN  GATE  PARK  CONCOURSE  AUTHORITY  PROJECTS  JULY  24,  2003 


Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority  Projects 

Initial  Study 


park.  Therefore,  no  new  power  or  communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of 
project  implementation,  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this  issue  further. 

8.  Biology 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant,  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species'?    X  X 

*b.     Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 

fish  or  wildlife  species?    X  X 

c.     Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  site  is  within  Golden  Gate  Park,  an  area  where  intensive  landscaping  and 
landscaping  maintenance  activities  have  occurred  since  1871.  As  such,  the  overall  suitability 
for  wildlife  habitat  and  native  and  naturalized  plant  species  has  decreased  since  the  late  1800s.2 
The  project  site  is  not  identified  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  as  a  known  area  of 
wildlife  species  habitation  or  native  and/or  naturalized  plant  species  and  development  of  the 
site  would  not  affect  any  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  plants,  animals  or  habitats.3  The 
project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  Therefore,  this  topic  will 
not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  Concourse  Authority  has  retained  a  consultant  arborist  to  prepare  a  tree  survey  report  for 
review  of  tree  species,  location,  and  condition.  This  information  will  be  used  to  plan 
landscape  features  for  the  Concourse  Authority  projects.  Proposed  landscaping,  as  part  of  the 
project  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  and  potential  effects  to  existing  trees  in  the 
project  vicinity  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR,  as  part  of  Visual  Quality. 

9.  Geology  /  Topology 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?    X  X 

b.     Change  substantially  the  topography 
or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 

features  of  the  site?    X  X 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show 
areas  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  ground 
shaking  from  earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults  and  other 
faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The 
project  site  is  not  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4  in  the  Community  Safety 
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Element),  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology. 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application, 
requires  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  that  assesses  the  nature  and 
severity  of  the  hazards  at  the  site  and  recommends  project  design  and  construction  features  to 
reduce  the  hazards.  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions 
regarding  structural  safety,  when  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  reviews  the 
geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  determines  necessary 
engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from 
ground  shaking.  The  project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  (see  p.  35)  to  facilitate  Building 
Code  compliance  and  reduce  potential  geological  hazards.  In  this  way,  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  geologic  hazards  at  a  project  site  would  be  ameliorated  through  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the 
building  permit  application.  A  geotechnical  report  was  prepared  for  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
parking  facility  by  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.  Environmental  and  Geotechnical  Consultants  as 
part  of  preliminary  design  investigations  in  May  1999. 

The  project  would  include  excavation  on  the  site  for  construction  parking  facilities,  tunnel 
access,  and  a  transit  center  below  grade  in  the  Concourse  area.  Excavation  would  displace 
approximately  242,000  cubic  yards  (cy)  of  soil  and  would  replace  about  38,000  cy  of  soil  atop 
the  parking  structure  and  tunnels  to  reestablish  the  existing  park  topography  in  the  Concourse 
area  after  their  construction.  When  complete,  the  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the 
topography  of  the  site,  or  otherwise  affect  any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site. 

No  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

10.  Water 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Substantially  degrade  water  quality, 

or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X  X 

*b.     Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  ground  water  recharge?    X  X 

*c.     Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?    X  X 

The  project  would  include  excavation  to  a  maximum  depth  of  about  35  feet  beneath  the 
existing  grade  at  Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives.  As  noted  below,  groundwater  is  not 
expected  to  be  encountered  at  this  depth.  However,  should  groundwater  be  encountered 
during  construction,  it  would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Industrial 
Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  No.  199-77),  requiring  that  groundwater  meet  specified 
standards  before  being  discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  The  Bureau  of  Environmental 
Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  notified  if  the 
project  were  to  require  dewatering. 

*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement 
and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  soils  report  would 
contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should 
be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets. 
If  a  monitoring  survey  is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  require 
that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the 
project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring.  Groundwater  monitoring  wells  and/or  instruments 
would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the  judgement  of  the 
Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  construction,  groundwater 
recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would  delay  construction 
if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street 
would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  project  would  include  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  the  potential  water  quality  effects  of  dewatering  (see  pp.  35-36). 

The  project  site  is  almost  entirely  paved  or  covered  by  landscaping.  The  proposed  parking 
facility,  entry  tunnel  from  Tenth  Avenue,  and  transit  center  would  have  a  footprint  of 
approximately  250,000  sq.  ft.  below  the  grade  of  existing  paved  surfaces  including  Tea 
Garden  and  Academy  Drives.  The  footprint  of  the  connector  tunnel,  completing  the  through 
street  to  Middle  Drive  East  from  the  southern  portion  of  the  garage,  would  be  approximately 
40,000  sq.  ft.  Storm  drainage  for  the  underground  structures  would  be  minimal.  The  roofs  of 
the  underground  structures  would  be  sloped  to  facilitate  the  rainwater  to  percolate  through  the 
soils.  Light  wells,  stairwells,  and  air  shafts  would  be  provided  with  sump  pumps  to  remove 
rainwater.  The  tunnel  entrances  would  include  trench  drains  and  sump  pumps  at  the  ramps. 
Sub-terrain  drainage  is  anticipated  to  relieve  any  potential  hydrostatic  pressure  of  the  vertical 
foundation  walls.  Duplex  sump  pumps  would  be  provided  at  locations  designated  by  a 
structural  engineer  and/or  architect.  Perforated  pipes  would  be  provided  along  the  entire 
perimeter  of  the  underground  structures.  The  perforated  pipes  would  be  connected  to  the 
sump  pump  inlets  and  would  be  discharged  to  overhead  gravity  storm  drainage  system  on  site. 
Pipe  size  would  be  anticipated  to  be  four-inch  maximum. 

The  parking  facility  would  be  provided  with  dry  sumps  on  the  lower  levels.  The  sumps  would 
have  watertight  covers  to  comply  with  the  building  code  to  handle  any  accidental  firewater  or 
spills.  Submersible  portable  pumps  would  be  placed  in  the  dry  sump  to  remove  any  liquid. 
Floor  drains,  oil  separators,  liquid  detectors,  or  sloping  floor  design  would  not  be  required  for 
the  parking  garages.  A  duplex  sewerage  ejector  would  be  used  at  each  toilet  facility  of  the 
cashier  offices.  A  sump  pump  system  would  be  provided  at  the  bottom  of  the  elevator  shaft  to 
handle  emergency  spills  of  hydraulic  fluid  of  elevator  machine.  The  system  would  have  xh 
horse-power  sump  pump,  fluid  sensor,  remote  alarm,  automatic  control,  valves,  wiring, 
piping,  and  100  gallon  fluid  container.  Three  six-inch  lateral  sewer  pipes  would  be  anticipated 
for  each  garage  section. 

The  through  tunnel  and  bus  parking  would  be  designed  as  a  single  drainage  system.  Due  to 
the  anticipated  traffic  volume,  accidental  spills  from  buses,  floor  drains,  underground  oil 
separators,  and  sewerage  ejectors  would  be  provided  for  this  area.  The  floor  should  be  sloped 
to  facilitate  drainage  to  floor  drains.  Floor  drains  would  be  provided  with  trap  primers.  Two 
six-inch  sewer  pipes  would  be  anticipated  for  the  bus  parking  area. 

*  Derived  from  Stale  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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The  project  would  not  substantially  affect  the  area  of  impervious  surface  at  the  site  or  alter  site 
drainage.  Project-related  wastewater  and  storm  water  would  to  flow  to  the  combined  sewer 
system.  During  construction,  requirements  to  reduce  erosion  would  be  implemented  pursuant 
to  California  Building  Code  Chapter  33,  Excavation  and  Grading.  During  operations,  the 
project  would  comply  with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  requirements. 

No  further  analysis  of  water  resources  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

11.  Energy  /  Natural  Resources 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Encourage  activities  which  result  in 
the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water, 

or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?    X  X 

San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties 
regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and 
are  the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  may  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate 
sufficient  energy  to  meet  its  demands  and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another 
part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The 
California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the 
development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area  and  elsewhere 
in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within 
the  next  few  years.  The  project  would  meet  current  State  and  local  codes  concerning  energy 
consumption,  including  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  enforced  by  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection.  For  this  reason,  it  would  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of 
energy.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of 
overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a 
major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the 
proposed  projects  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect  and  will  not 
be  further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

12.  Hazards 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Create  a  potential  public  health 

hazard  or  involve  the  use,  production 
or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant 

populations  in  the  area  affected?    X  X 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*b.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

c.  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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hazard?    _X_  X 


Hazardous  Materials  Use 

Project-related  hazardous  materials  use  would  not  be  anticipated  to  occur  as  part  of  the 
Concourse  Authority  projects.  As  such  the  proposed  projects  would  not  be  considered  to  pose 
any  substantial  public  health  or  safety  hazards. 

Soil  and  Groundwater 

Soil  and  groundwater  conditions  at  the  project  site  have  not  been  thoroughly  investigated; 
however,  the  site  does  not  appear  on  the  State  of  California  Hazardous  Waste  and  Substances 
Sites  List.4  Recent  project  geotechnical  investigation  of  the  groundwater  in  the  area  of  the 
Music  Concourse  and  the  Band  Shell  indicates  that  the  groundwater  level  is  deep  within  the 
soil  layers.  The  geotechnical  investigation  did  not  encounter  groundwater  in  the  Concourse 
area,  with  test  borings  extending  to  a  maximum  depth  of  71  feet  near  the  Band  Shell  and  52 
feet  in  other  areas  of  the  Music  Concourse.5  As  such,  excavation  and  construction  of  the 
proposed  project,  which  would  not  exceed  35  feet,  would  not  have  the  potential  to  impact 
groundwater. 

Project  plans  call  for  the  excavation  and  removal  of  roughly  242,000  cy  of  soil  to 
accommodate  the  underground  portions  of  the  project.  If  residual  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination  were  to  exist  in  areas  to  be  excavated,  contaminated  soil  or  groundwater  could 
be  encountered  during  excavation  and  other  earth-moving  activities.  Without  appropriate 
safeguards,  such  activities  could  potentially  expose  workers  and  possibly  the  public  to 
chemical  compounds  in  soils,  soil  gases  (gases  or  vapors,  mostly  air,  trapped  within  soil),  or 
groundwater.  Exposure  would  most  likely  occur  through  skin  contact  or  inhalation.  Workers 
directly  engaged  in  on-site  activities  would  face  the  greatest  potential  for  exposure  to 
contaminants.  The  public  could  also  be  exposed  if  access  to  the  construction  site  were 
insufficiently  controlled.  Hazardous  materials  exposure  could  cause  various  short-term  or 
long-term  health  effects  specific  to  each  chemical  present  at  the  site  if  present  in  sufficient 
concentration  and  duration. 

Soil  and  groundwater  contaminants  would  need  to  be  characterized  adequately  to  ensure  that 
appropriate  plans  are  implemented  for  soil  and  groundwater  handling.  Any  contaminated  soil 
or  groundwater  disturbed  at  the  site  would  need  to  be  managed  appropriately,  and  residual 
risks  to  future  occupants  of  the  site  would  need  to  be  kept  within  acceptable  levels  as 
determined  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  other  oversight  agencies. 
Unless  soil  and  groundwater  management  plans  are  adequately  prepared  and  implemented,  the 
project  could  pose  a  significant  impact  by  potentially  creating  a  substantial  human  health 
hazard  or  involving  the  disposal  of  materials  in  a  manner  that  poses  substantial  hazards. 

The  project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  to  further  characterize  soil  and  groundwater 
conditions  (pp.  36-37).  If  additional  environmental  studies  conclude  that  soil  and  groundwater 
conditions  could  pose  significant  human  health  or  safety  hazards,  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan 
would  need  to  be  prepared  pursuant  to  California  Division  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
requirements  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  guidance  to  ensure 
worker  safety.6  Under  these  requirements,  the  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  would  need  to  be 

*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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prepared  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the  site.  The  plan  would  contain 
policies  and  procedures  to  protect  site  workers  from  potential  health  and  safety  impacts  related 
to  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater.  The  plan  would  apply  to  all  site  activities  through  the 
completion  of  earthwork  construction.  It  would  include  specific  training  requirements  and 
persona]  protection  equipment  for  on-site  workers.  The  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  is  not 
required  to  include  measures  to  minimize  the  potential  for  public  exposure.  A  mitigation 
measure  is  included  to  minimize  potential  public  exposure  (pp.  36-37). 

Building  Materials 

The  proposed  project  would  not  demolish  existing  buildings  or  structures  during  construction 
of  the  proposed  parking  facility.  As  such,  the  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to 
encounter  asbestos  identified  in  caulking,  insulation,  grout,  mastic,  vapor  barrier,  and 
flooring,  among  other  materials  nor  lead  or  lead-based  paints,  polychlorinated  biphenyls 
(PCBs),  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials.  However,  the  project  includes  a  mitigation 
measure  to  reduce  the  potential  health  risks  associated  with  potentially  hazardous  subsurface 
building  materials  that  may  be  uncovered  during  excavation  of  the  site  by  securing  the 
investigation,  removal,  and  disposal  of  such  materials  prior  to  demolition  (see  p.  37).  The 
measure  would  ensure  compliance  with  existing  regulations  applicable  to  the  management  of 
any  potentially  hazardous  building  components.  For  example,  PCBs  are  regulated  under  the 
federal  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976,  and  mercury  is  regulated  as  a  hazardous  waste. 
These  existing  laws  and  regulations  would  help  to  ensure  the  health  and  safety  of  workers, 
neighbors,  and  the  natural  environment. 

Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  Fire  Code. 
Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  The  proposed 
project  would  also  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  include  development  of  an 
emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards 
(including  those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be 
addressed  during  the  permit  review  process.  The  project  would  include  pedestrian  access 
points  to  the  Concourse  at  three  locations  at  the  south  side  and  three  locations  at  the  north  side 
of  the  Concourse  bowl;  an  additional  pedestrian  access  point  to  the  Concourse  area  surface 
would  be  located  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  at  the  transit  center. 

The  vehicle  parking,  bus  parking  area,  and  tunnels  would  be  protected  with  an  automatic  wet 
fire  sprinkler  system  in  accordance  with  California  Building  Code,  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  and  NFPA  13  and  14  Standards.  The  project  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the  fire 
marshal.  No  dry  standpipe  would  be  required  by  code. 

With  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project,  as  identified 
on  pp.  36-37,  potential  health  and  safety  issues  related  to  future  hazardous  materials  use, 
contaminated  soil  and  groundwater,  potentially  hazardous  building  components,  and  fire  safety 
and  emergency  access  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  these  issues 
do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13.  Cultural  Resources 

*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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Yes      No  Discussed 

*a.     Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property 
of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a 
community  or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a 

paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a  TO  BE  DETERMINED 
scientific  study?       


b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 

of  the  area?    X  X 

c.  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10 

or  Article  1 1  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?    _X_  X 


Archaeological/ Cultural  Resources 

Archeo-Tec  Consulting  Archaeologists  completed  an  archival  cultural  resources  evaluation  of 
the  project  vicinity  for  potential  subsurface  historical  or  prehistoric  archaeological  resources 
and  to  document  the  history  of  the  area.7  Potential  for  the  existence  of  subsurface  cultural 
resources  of  the  prehistoric/protohistoric  period  (c.  4000  B.C.  -  A.D.  1775),  Spanish/Mexican 
and  Early  American  era  (1776-1848),  the  Gold  Rush  era  (1849-11857),  and  the  Late  19th 
Century  era  (1858-1906)  were  systematically  examined. 

There  are  no  currently  recorded  prehistoric  or  historical  archaeological  sites  identified  within 
the  project  site.  However,  the  region's  natural  state,  brush-covered  sandy  hills  and  low-lying 
areas  with  numerous  fresh-water  ponds,  would  have  been  generally  favorable  to  the 
establishment  of  prehistoric  or  protohistoric  settlements  and  it  is  possible  that  subsurface 
cultural  resources  from  the  prehistoric/protohistoric  period  may  be  encountered  within  the 
parking  facility  project  site.  There  are  no  currently  recorded  archaeological  sites  within  the 
proposed  project  site.  Early  prehistoric  resources  tend  to  be  deeply  buried  and  are  not 
predictable  on  the  basis  of  historically  known  topographic  features.  Early  prehistoric  sites 
have  been  encountered  in  San  Francisco  at  depths  up  to  75  feet  below  the  existing  grade. 

Golden  Gate  Park  is  an  area  where  intensive  fill  and  grading  activities  have  occurred  since 
1871.  Previous  construction  activities  associated  with  the  existing  structures,  such  as 
excavation,  grading  and  other  ground  disturbances,  have  occurred  at  the  project  site.  Archival 
sources  indicate  that  architectural  and  other  associated  cultural  remnants  associated  with  the 
1894  California  Midwinter  International  Exposition  may  lie  buried  within  the  Music 
Concourse  area. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  excavating  the  project  site  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  35 
feet  to  accommodate  foundations  and  parking  facilities.  The  project  would  include  excavation 
of  about  242,000  cy  of  soil  and  would  replace  about  38,000  cy  in  the  Music  Concourse  after 
completion  of  the  proposed  parking  facility.  Based  upon  archival  evidence,  the  proposed 
project  may  disrupt  or  adversely  affect  prehistoric  resources  or  historical  archaeological 
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resources  from  the  prehistoric/protohistoric  period  and/or  the  Late  19th  Century  period.  The 
project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  (see  pp.  37-39)  that  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to 
cultural  resources  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Archaeological  resources  will  not  be 
discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 

Architectural  Resources 

The  proposed  project  would  not  demolish  any  existing  structures  or  buildings  in  Golden  Gate 
Park.  The  proposed  parking  facility  project  site  has  been  occupied,  expanded  and  modified 
since  1894  when  the  Music  Concourse  was  developed  for  the  California  Midwinter 
International  Exposition;  however,  the  Music  Concourse  has  been  used  as  a  cultural  and 
recreational  events  locale  since  that  time.  The  proposed  garage  facility  would  not  conflict  with 
established  uses  at  the  site. 

The  Music  Concourse  is  encircled  by  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea 
Garden  north  and  northwest  of  the  Music  Concourse,  respectively;  the  Spreckels  Temple  of 
Music  (Band  Shell)  at  the  west  end  of  the  Music  Concourse;  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  to  the  south;  and  the  monument  to  Francis  Scott  Key  and  Park  landscape  east  of  the 
Music  Concourse.  Three  pedestrian  tunnels,  developed  concurrent  with  the  Music  Concourse, 
are  near  the  northeast,  southeast  and  southwest  corners  of  the  Music  Concourse  bowl  and 
extend  under  the  surface  roadways  (Tea  Garden  and  Academy  Drives),  connecting  from  the 
Concourse  bowl  to  paved  pathways  outside  the  Concourse  area. 

There  are  no  historic  districts  or  properties  listed  in  City,  state  or  federal  inventories  on  the 
proposed  garage  facility  project  site.  The  de  Young  Museum  and  the  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  are  not  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  or  the  California  Register  of 
Historical  Resources  nor  are  they  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article  11  of  the 
City  Planning  Code.  Prominent  elements  and  features  of  the  Music  Concourse,  such  as  the 
monuments;  trees;  pedestrian  tunnels  and  portals;  and  the  formal,  symmetrical  pathways 
within  the  Concourse  bowl  are  not  considered  significant  individual  resources  but  may 
contribute  to  the  overall  character  of  the  Music  Concourse  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  is  listed  in  the  California  Register 
of  Historical  Resources  as  a  result  of  a  formal  determination  of  eligibility  for  individual  listing 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1994.  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  a  whole,  and  the 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  individually,  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places. 

The  project  includes  plans  to  reconstruct  the  existing  pedestrian  tunnels,  their  portals,  and  the 
Concourse  stairways  from  the  bowl  to  the  street  level.  The  garage  project  would  temporarily 
remove  and/or  relocate  several  monuments  at  the  east  end  of  the  Concourse  during 
construction  activities.  Existing  trees  in  the  Concourse  area  would  be  removed  and  replaced 
as  part  of  construction  of  the  access  tunnels  to  Tenth  Avenue  and  Middle  Drive  East.  The 
proposed  garage  facility's  location  adjacent  to  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  which  is  considered  a 
significant  historic  resource  under  CEQA,  may  result  in  temporary  construction-related 
impacts.  The  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  historic  resources  will  be  further  discussed  in 
the  EIR. 
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C.  OTHER 


Yes 


No  Discussed 


Require  approval  of  permits  from 

City  Departments  other  than  the  Department 

of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 

Building  Inspection  or  from  Regional, 

State  or  Federal  Agencies? 


X 


D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Yes 


No 


N/A 


Discussed 


1 


Could  the  project  have  significant 
effects  if  mitigation  measures  are 
not  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 


2 


Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included  in 
the  project? 


X 


The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  will  contain  a  chapter  describing  mitigation  measures  proposed 
as  part  of  the  project  and  measures  that  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential 
adverse  project  effects  identified  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  Noise 

1.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  predrill  holes  to 
the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  would  be 
required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices.  If  pile  driving  is  required,  the  project  sponsor  would  also  require 
that  contractors  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  the  least  disturbance  to  neighbors. 

Air  Quality  I  Climate 

2.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during 
excavation  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at 
least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks 
hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

3.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor 
would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor(s) 
to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 
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Geology  /  Topography 

4.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractors  would 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation 
and  construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  the 
construction  contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and 
monitors  the  adjacent  building  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the 
geotechnical  engineer. 

5.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the 
soils  report  would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and 
adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of 
the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgement  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project 
sponsor  would  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

6.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring 
systems  would  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are 
detected. 

Water  Quality 

7.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations 
of  the  geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation 
with  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge 
to  the  combined  sewer  system. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in 
a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary 
by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 
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8.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

Hazards 

9.  In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials 
and  soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  would 
enter  into  a  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health 
pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project 
sponsor  would  undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement. 

a.  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site.  It 
would  list  current  and  past  uses  of  the  site,  review  environmental  agency 
databases  and  records,  report  site  reconnaissance  observations,  and  summarize 
potential  contamination  issues,  including  any  that  warrant  further  investigation. 
The  assessment  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or 
similarly  qualified  individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the 
project  site. 

If  warranted  on  the  basis  of  the  Phase  I  study,  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  site.  It  would  involve  the 
collection  and  analysis  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  as  directed  by  the  site 
assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would  extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed  for 
excavation.  The  project  sponsor  would  conduct  a  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation  to  assess  the  potential  for  possible  fuel  releases  from  former 
underground  fuel  storage  tanks  and  ancillary  piping  and  dispensers  located  on 
site.  Soil  or  groundwater  samples,  or  both,  would  be  collected  throughout  the 
project  site  as  directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  Sampling  would  extend 
at  least  to  depths  proposed  for  excavation.  This  assessment  would  be  completed 
by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  similarly  qualified  individual  prior  to 
initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the  project  site. 

If  the  Phase  I  or  Phase  II  assessments  result  in  earth-moving  activity  that  requires 
preparation  of  a  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan,  in  addition  to  measures  that  protect 
on-site  workers,  the  plan  would  include  measures  to  minimize  public  exposure  to 
contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include  dust  control,  appropriate  site 
security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of  warning  signs,  and  would 
apply  from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the  completion  of  earthwork 
construction. 

b.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site,  surveys  would  be 
conducted  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (other  than  asbestos  and 
lead)  in  existing  buildings  or  building  materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys 
would  identify  any  polychlorinated  biphenyls,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous 
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materials  that  would  require  removal  and  disposal  before  demolition.  These 
surveys  would  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a 
similarly  qualified  individual. 

c.      All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  would 
be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any  other 
agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  all  hazardous 
materials  have  been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and  groundwater 
analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate,  the  project 
sponsor  would  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has 
been  implemented.  The  report  would  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the 
mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying  documentation.  The  report  would 
be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual  who  states  that  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been 
implemented. 

Cultural  Resources 

10.      Given  the  location  and  depth  of  excavation  proposed,  and  the  likelihood  that 

archaeological  resources  may  be  encountered  on  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  will  retain 
the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The  archaeologist  shall  conduct  a  pre-excavation 
testing  program  to  better  determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and  historical 
remains  prior  to  the  commencement  of  construction  activities.  The  testing  program 
would  use  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings  or  trenches  or  other  testing 
methods  determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate. 

If,  after  testing,  the  archaeologist  determines  that  no  further  investigations  or 
precautions  are  necessary  to  safeguard  potentially  significant  archaeological  resources, 
the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer, 
with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  If  the  archaeologist  determines  that  further 
investigations  or  precautions  are  necessary,  he  or  she  would  consult  with  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer,  and  they  would  jointly  determine  what  additional 
procedures  are  necessary  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources. 

These  additional  measures  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  and  could 
include  a  program  of  on-site  monitoring  of  all  site  excavation,  during  which  the 
archaeologist  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  The  monitoring  program, 
whether  or  not  there  are  findings  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report 
to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer,  with  a 
copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  During  the  monitoring  program,  the  project  sponsor 
would  designate  one  individual  on  site  as  its  representative.  This  representative 
would  have  the  authority  to  suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist 
time  to  investigate  and  evaluate  archaeological  resources  if  they  are  encountered. 
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If  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  were  found  during  the 
monitoring  program,  the  archaeologist  would  immediately  notify  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer,  and  the  project  sponsor  would  halt  any  activities  that  the  archaeologist 
and  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  jointly  determine  could  damage  such  cultural 
resources. 

After  notifying  the  Environmental  Review  Officer,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a 
written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer, 
with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  would  contain  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measure  should  be  implemented 
to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  would  recommend  specific  additional  measures  to  be 
implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

If  it  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  archaeological  testing  or  monitoring  program  or 
by  accidental  discovery  that  a  significant  archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the 
resource  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  a  data  recovery  program 
shall  be  implemented. 

The  archaeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an 
archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  project  archaeologist,  project  sponsor, 
and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a 
draft  ADRP.  The  project  archaeologist  shall  prepare  a  draft  ADRP  that  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  ERO  for  comment  and  review.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the 
proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the 
archaeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  The  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what 
data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  will 
address  the  applicable  research  questions. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  project  archaeologist  shall  prepare  a  final 
report  evaluating  the  historical  importance  of  the  archaeological  resource  and 
describing  the  archaeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the 
archaeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s).  Information  that  may  put 
at  risk  any  archaeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert 
within  the  final  report. 

Copies  of  the  draft  final  archaeological  resources  report  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for 
review  and  approval.  Copies  of  the  final  archaeological  resources  report  shall  be 
distributed  by  standard,  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest 
Information  Center  (1  copy)  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (1  copy).  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  final  archaeological  resources  report  along 
with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or 
documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  an  archaeological  resource  of  high 
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public  interest  or  interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may  require  different  content,  format, 
and  distribution  of  the  final  report  than  that  presented  above. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

The  EIR  will  discuss  a  variety  of  alternatives  to  the  project  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  any 
significant  environmental  effects.  At  the  least,  the  EIR  will  including  the  following: 

•  No-Project  Alternative 

•  Lesser  Development  Alternative  1:  Car  and  Bus  Parking  Garage  without  a  Through 
Street  Connector  (parking  garage  access  would  occur  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  at  Academy 
Drive) 

•  Lesser  Development  Alternative  2:  Car-Only  Parking  Garage  without  a  Through 
Street  Connector  (parking  garage  access  would  occur  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  at  Academy 
Drive) 

•  Lesser  Development  Alternative  3:  Car-Only  Parking  Garage  Including  a  Through- 
Street  Connector  (parking  garage  access  would  occur  at  Tenth  Avenue  and  at  Middle 
Drive  East) 

F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

Yes      No  Discussed 

*1 .       Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause 
a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number 
or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples 
of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

pre-history    X   

*2.      Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 

environmental  goals?    X   

*3.      Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the 

light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects,                               TO  BE  DETERMINED 
and  probable  future  projects.)       

*4.      Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 

effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or                                 TO  BE  DETERMINED 
indirectly?       


*  Derived  from  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G;  normally  a  significant  effect. 
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G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 

and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation 

measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed 

project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X     I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Gerald  G.  Green 
Director  of  Planning 
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Notes: 

1 .  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  Wind  Impact  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  New  de 
Young  Museum  Project,  San  Francisco,  letter  to  EIP  Associates,  December  8,  1999. 

2.  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  State 
Clearinghouse  No.  95093011,  July  9,  1998,  pp.  146-147. 

3.  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  State 
Clearinghouse  No.  95093011,  July  9,  1998,  includes  a  figure  to  identify  sensitive  biological 
resources  or  other  biological  resources  of  local  interest.  This  figure,  identified  as  Figure  28  on  p.  152 
of  the  Final  EIR,  does  not  identify  such  resources  on,  or  in  close  proximity  to,  the  project  site. 

4.  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control,  State  of  California  Hazardous  Waste  and 
Substances  Sites  List,  April  1998,  pp.  240-245. 

5.  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Golden  Gate  Park  Garage,  San  Francisco, 
California,  May  28,  1999,  p.  4. 

6.  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  8,  Section  5192,  "Hazardous  Waste  Operations  and  Emergency 
Response." 

National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  U.S.  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration,  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  and  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Guidance  Manual  for  Hazardous  Waste  Site  Activities,  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  Publication  No.  85-115,  October  1985. 

7.  Archeo-Tec,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Golden  Gate  Park  Music 
Concourse  Garage  Project,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California,  March  2002 
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APPENDIX  B:  TRANSPORTATION 


Level  of  Service  Criteria  for  Signalized  Intersections 

Level  of  Service 

Stopped  Delay  per  Vehicle  (sec) 

Volume  to  Capacity  Ratio 

A 

A 

<  5  0 

0  00  -  0  SQ 

\J.\J\J  W.J" 

B 

>  5.0  to_<  15.0 

0.60  -  0.69 

C 

>  15.0  to  <^  25.0 

0.70  -  0.79 

D 

>  25.0  to  ^40.0 

0.80-0.89 

E 

>  40.0  to  _<  60.0 

0.90  -  0.99 

F 

>  60.0 

1.00  or  greater 

Source:  Transportation  Research  Board,  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report  No.  209,  Washington  D.C.,  1994 
and  V  and  C  Ratio  from  Transportation  Research  Circular  #212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  Washington  D.C., 
1980.   


LOS  A  -  Delays  of  less  than  5  seconds 

This  level  of  service  occurs  when  progression  is  extremely  favorable.  Most  vehicles 
arrive  during  the  green  phase  and  are  not  required  to  stop.  Short  cycle  lengths  may 
also  contribute  to  low  delay. 

LOS  B  -  Delays  of  greater  than  5.0  seconds  to  15.0  seconds  or  less 

This  level  of  service  generally  occurs  with  good  progression,  short  cycle  lengths,  or 
both.  More  vehicles  stop  than  with  LOS  A,  causing  higher  levels  of  average  delay. 

LOS  C  -  Delays  of  greater  than  15.0  seconds  to  25  seconds  or  less 

These  higher  delays  may  result  from  fair  progression,  longer  cycle  lengths,  or  both. 
Drivers  may  occasionally  be  required  to  wait  through  more  than  one  signal  cycle  (red 
phase).  The  number  of  vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  though  many  still 
pass  through  the  intersection  without  stopping. 

LOS  D  -  Delays  of  greater  than  25.0  seconds  to  40.0  seconds  or  less 

At  level  of  service  D,  congestion  becomes  more  noticeable.  Longer  delays  may  result 
from  a  combination  of  unfavorable  progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  or  high  volume  to 
capacity  (v  and  c)  ratios.  Many  vehicles  stop,  and  the  proportion  of  vehicles  not 
stopping  declines.  The  number  of  drivers  having  to  wait  through  more  than  one  red 
phase  is  noticeable. 
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LOS  E  -  Delays  of  greater  than  40.0  seconds  to  60.0  seconds  or  less 

This  level  is  considered  by  many  agencies  to  be  the  limit  of  acceptable  delay.  The  high 
range  of  delays  generally  indicate  poor  progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high 
volume  to  capacity  ratios.  Drivers  frequently  are  unable  to  clear  the  intersection  on  the 
first  green  phase. 

LOS  F  -  Delays  in  excess  of  60.0  seconds  per  vehicle 

This  level,  considered  to  be  unacceptable  to  most  drivers,  often  occurs  with  over 
saturation,  that  is,  when  arrival  flow  rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the  intersection.  It  may 
also  occur  at  high  volume  to  capacity  ratios. 
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